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Executive Summary

Introduction

This draft program environmental impact report (PEIR) was prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public
Resources Code §21000 et seq.), State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of
Regulations §15000 et seq.), and the City of Riverside’s (City’s) Local CEQA
Guidelines to evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with:

m the City’s adoption of the Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study and
Citywide Master Plan (Master Plan) (Parsons 2003);

m the City’s implementation of a program of near-term and long-term projects
to provide recycled water from the City’s Regional Water Quality Control
Plant (RWQCP) for municipal, industrial, irrigation, and agricultural uses;
and

m  appropriation of 41,400 acre feet per year (afy) of Santa Ana River water
rights to the City by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB),
based on the City’s proposal to divert that amount of treated effluent from the
RWQCP and use it as recycled water.

Project Description

Location and Existing Conditions

Region and Watershed

The proposed project is located in northwestern Riverside County, California,
east of Orange County and south of San Bernardino County. As described in
more detail in Section 3A, “Water Resources,” the recycled water facilities and
uses would occur in the central reaches of the Santa Ana River watershed,
upstream of Prado Dam. The Santa Ana River watershed stretches from the San
Bernardino Mountains to the Pacific Ocean.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Executive Summary

City Boundaries and Sphere of Influence

Riverside is the largest inland city in southern California, with an estimated 2003
population of approximately 274,000 and a total area of approximately 52,000
acres. The city shares boundaries with three other Riverside County cities:
Norco, Corona, and Moreno Valley. Unincorporated communities border the
city along the north and south. The Santa Ana River runs along the city’s
northern border.

Riverside’s sphere of influence extends south to below Lake Mathews; it also
includes unincorporated lands along the city’s northeast boundary. Combined,
Riverside’s current boundaries and sphere of influence encompass approximately
93,000 acres.

Project Area

As described in the market analysis within the Master Plan, the City proposes to
distribute recycled water throughout the city and to connection points in the three
community service districts that currently use the RWQCP: Jurupa and
Rubidoux to the north and Edgemont to the east. The Jurupa and Rubidoux
Community Service Districts are located in the Jurupa Area Plan, as identified in
Riverside County’s Regional Comprehensive Integrated Project (RCIP)
(Riverside County 2003b). The Edgemont Community Service District is largely
encompassed by Riverside’s sphere of influence. The Master Plan also indicates
a large potential market for the recycled water south of the city.

To ensure that the area potentially affected by the proposed project is not
understated, the project area studied for this draft PEIR includes:

m  Riverside’s current boundaries,

m  Riverside’s sphere of influence as shown in the Draft Riverside General Plan
2025 (City of Riverside 2004a), and

m the Jurupa Area Plan as shown in the 2003 RCIP.

See Figure 2-3 for a depiction of the project area.

Background

The RWQCEP is located on a 121-acre site at 5950 Acorn Street, Riverside,
California, and is south of the Santa Ana River, near the intersection of Van
Buren Boulevard and Jurupa Avenue. It consists of two secondary treatment
plants, one tertiary treatment plant, and sludge handling facilities. The RWQCP
started operation in 1946 as a small primary treatment plant and underwent major
upgrading in 1992. In 1995, approximately 50 acres of wetlands were
constructed and are now being used for additional treatment (nitrogen removal)
of RWQCP effluent. The RWQCP treats wastewater from Riverside and three

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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community service districts (Edgemont, Jurupa, and Rubidoux). It currently is
permitted to treat 40 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater and is master
planned to treat 60 mgd. Presently the RWQCP produces approximately 36,000
afy of effluent and discharges almost all of that amount into Reach 3 of the Santa
Ana River.

The City’s recycled water distribution system is an outgrowth of reclamation
studies and programs from the early 1990s. In 1992, the City prepared a
reclamation report/master plan that focused on the evaluation of recycled water
quantity and quality, options for use of recycled water, market assessment,
development of a distribution system, and management of excess recycled water.
Although the City did not formally adopt and implement the report, it gradually
increased the use of recycled water around the RWQCP on a case-by-case basis.
Presently, the City operates a small recycled water system composed of 8-inch
and 12-inch diameter distribution mains. Riverside supplies approximately

290 afy of recycled water to the Van Buren Golf Center, Van Buren Urban
Forest, and Toro Manufacturing Company, and has existing recycled water
pipelines in Van Buren Boulevard and Doolittle Avenue.

In response to increased water demands and environmental needs, the City
initiated an update of the 1992 reclamation report to include an economic
analysis of the development and phased implementation of a citywide recycled
water system. The update was completed in 2003 and produced the Master Plan
that the City now proposes to adopt and implement.

The City’s application for a water appropriation is in response to the SWRCB’s
Order WR 2000-12. In Section 6.3 of the order, the board found that increased
releases of treated wastewater, increased runoff due to urbanization, and
increased availability of water during wet years have substantially increased
flows in the Santa Ana River since the entry of previous judgments regarding
water appropriations and that it was reasonable to expect further increases in flow
in the future. In addition, the SWRCB found that the construction of the Seven
Oaks Dam was a significant change in conditions that affect flow conditions
below the dam following storm events, making it feasible to divert more water.
Finally, the board found that the possibility of using Seven Oaks Dam for water
storage if federal approval was obtained could further increase the quantity of
water potentially available for appropriation in some years. In addition to the
City’s application, the SWRCB has received four applications from water
agencies and four applications from individuals. DFG has filed a protest
contesting the determination that conditions warrant changing the Santa Ana
River’s status as “fully-appropriated.”

Objectives

With regard to the Master Plan, the City’s objective is to establish the framework
for planning and implementing a recycled water distribution system, including
capital projects and operation and maintenance programs. The Master Plan is
needed to guide the phased expansion of the system, allowing the City to reduce
its dependency on groundwater and contract water supplies by increasing the

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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availability and use of recycled water for municipal, industrial, irrigation, and
agricultural purposes.

With regard to the projects and activities required to implement the recycled
water program, the City’s objective is to ensure that proposed facilities and
capital improvements are consistent with the Master Plan and all applicable
environmental regulations.

With regard to the water rights appropriation, the City’s objective is to ensure the
continuous beneficial use of the water by directing treated effluent from the
RWQCP to recycled water users while contributing to the flow and protecting the
water quality and biological resources of the Santa Ana River.

Proposed Project

The proposed project has three components:

m  adoption of the Master Plan;

m implementation of near-term and long-term projects to deliver recycled water
from the RWQCP to users in the project area; and

m appropriation of 41,400 afy of Santa Ana River water rights to the City, in
the form of treated effluent diverted from the RWQCP for use as recycled
water.

Environmental Impacts

Impacts of the Proposed Project

The City prepared an initial study for the proposed project in December 2003
(see Appendix A). Based on the findings of the initial study, the City determined
that an EIR would be required for the project. The City used the initial study, as
well as agency input received during the notice of preparation comment period,
to determine the scope of the evaluation for the EIR. Chapter 3, “Environmental
Impacts and Mitigation Measures,” discusses the following environmental issues:

m  water resources;

m  biological resources; and

m  cultural resources.

Sections 3A, 3B, and 3C provide a detailed discussion of the environmental
setting, impacts associated with the proposed project, and mitigation measures
designed to reduce significant impacts to a less-than-significant level (or to

reduce the severity of significant impacts). Potential air quality impacts
associated with the project are addressed in a technical appendix to this EIR.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Cumulative Impacts

Executive Summary

The following areas were found to have cumulative impacts on the environment:

water resources; and

biological resources.

In addition, the following areas were found to have the potential for cumulative

impacts:

m  air quality;

m  cultural resources;

®m energy and mineral resources;

m  geology and soils;

m  hazards and hazardous materials;
®m land use and planning;

B noise;

®  population and housing;

®  public services;

B recreation;

m transportation and traffic;

m utilities and service systems; and
®m  visuals and aesthetics.

Growth-Inducing Impacts

Direct Growth-Inducing Impacts

A project would directly induce growth if it would remove barriers to population
growth. An example of such a project is a change to a jurisdiction’s General Plan
and Zoning Ordinance that would allow new residential development to occur.

The proposed project would not change the amount or location of developable
lands, the process by which development is authorized, or the rate at which
development would occur within the project area. Further, the proposed project
would be implemented within an area subject to the growth-related policies in the
City’s existing, adopted General Plan and Riverside County’s RCIP.

In southern California, water supply is typically considered a constraint on new
development. To a degree, recycled water can be considered an augment to
existing sources and therefore a possible inducement for additional development.
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At maximum capacity (which is expected to occur in 2025), the proposed project
would provide 41,400 afy of water for municipal, commercial, industrial, and
agricultural purposes. In 2003-2004, approximately 84,000 afy of water was
being used within the area served by the City. By 2020, uses are projected to
increase to approximately 105,000 afy. As recognized in the City’s existing,
adopted General Plan and the RCIP, the availability and use of recycled water is
an important factor in estimating and planning future growth. However, the
limitations on its use restrict the potential for recycled water to induce growth
beyond what otherwise would be supported by groundwater and contract
supplies. Housing, commercial, and industrial development requires potable
water supplies; recycled water can reduce dependence on and use of, but not the
need for, those supplies.

Indirect Growth-Inducing Impacts

A project would indirectly induce growth if it would increase the capacity of the
infrastructure in an area in which the public service currently meets demands.
Examples would be increasing the capacity of a sewer treatment plant or a
roadway beyond that needed to meet existing demands.

The proposed project entails expansion of the RWQCP’s capacity. However, the
expansion has been planned by the City in order to meet the projected wastewater
treatment needs of its service area. The expansion would occur when demand
has increased. The expansion and proposed use of the treated effluent would not
induce growth beyond that projected by the City.

Significant Unavoidable Environmental Impacts

Significant impacts are identified in Section 3A, “Water Resources;” Section 3B,
“Biological Resources;” Section 3C, “Cultural Resources,” and Chapter 4,
“Cumulative Impact Analysis,” of this draft PEIR (also see Table 6-1 for list).
Where feasible, mitigation has been identified that would reduce the effects to a
less-than-significant level. However, the proposed project would result in
significant unavoidable impacts to cultural resources.

As noted in Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impact Analysis,” the proposed project
would contribute to significant combined impacts to river flow from proposed
upstream diversions and projects. No feasible mitigation has been identified for
the expected combined effect, and a significant unavoidable impact would result
if the proposed upstream diversions and projects are implemented. However, the
contribution of the proposed project to the combined effect is a less-than-
significant impact.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration

The six alternatives considered but eliminated from further analysis are:

m Different Use of the Water Rights/Diverted Effluent,
m  Substantially Reduced Agricultural Use Component,
m  No Water Rights Application,

m  City-Only Recycled Water Distribution System,

m  Diversion Never Exceeds Discharge, and

m  No Diversion/Maximum Discharge.

A detailed explanation of why each of these alternatives was eliminated is found
in Chapter 6, “Alternatives.”

Alternatives Considered

In addition to the proposed project, the following alternatives are analyzed in this
draft PEIR:

m  Alternative 1: 20,000 AFY Recycled Water System,
m  Alternative 2: No RWQCP Expansion, Minimum Discharge, and
m Alternative 3: No-Project Alternative (also Maximum Discharge).

A detailed description of each of these alternatives can be found in Chapter 6,
“Alternatives.”

Alternatives Analysis

Alternatives 1 and 2 were evaluated in terms of their potential for avoiding or
reducing the significant impacts of the proposed project, their own potential for
significant impacts, and how they compared with the other alternatives.
Environmental conditions under Alternative 3 (No-Project Alternative) were
compared with those anticipated under the proposed project.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

The proposed project is the environmentally superior alternative because it would
allow the City to reduce dependence of groundwater and contract water supplies
through activities that would have less-than-significant residual effects on water
and biological resources. Further, the proposed project has the potential to

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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contribute to completion of the MSHCP reserve system via mitigation for species
and habitat impacts from construction of system components and potentially by
adding wetlands in connection with expansion of the RWQCP.

Areas of Controversy

In addition to the issues identified above, two areas of known controversy have
been identified. Both are connected with the water rights application:

1. DFG disputes the SWRCB’s determination that conditions in the Santa Ana
basin are such that additional water rights can be appropriated.

2. DFG protests the SWRCB’s consideration of applications for unappropriated
Santa Ana River water rights based, among other things, on the potential for
direct and cumulative effects on resources of the Santa Ana basin, including
reduction of riparian and wetland habitat values as a result of cumulative
diversion rates.

Public Review of the Draft PEIR

The draft PEIR has been distributed to agencies, organizations, and interested
groups and persons for comment during the 45-day formal review period, in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15087.

During the 45-day public review period, which began on October 13, 2006, and
ends on November 27, 2006, the draft PEIR is available for general public review
at the following location:

City of Riverside
Public Utilities Department
3901 Orange Street
Riverside, CA 92501

The document will also be available online at www.riversidepublicutilities.com.

Interested parties may provide written comments on the draft PEIR that must be
postmarked by November 27, 2006. Please address comments to:

Mr. Kevin Milligan, P.E.
Assistant Director - Water
City of Riverside Public Utilities Department
3901 Orange Street
Riverside, CA 92501
Fax: (951) 826-2498

Upon completion of the 45-day public review period, written responses to all
comments on environmental issues discussed in the draft PEIR will be prepared

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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and incorporated into the final PEIR. A public meeting on the final PEIR will be
held at the City of Riverside, 3900 Main Street, Riverside, CA 92522.
Comments from the community and interested parties are encouraged at all
public meetings.

Written responses to comments received during the official comment period from
any public agencies will be made available to these agencies at least 10 days
before the board meeting, at which the certification of the final PEIR will be
considered. These comments, and their responses, will be included in the final
PEIR for consideration by the City, as well as any other decision makers. For
details on the project schedule, please contact the City.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report ES-9
J&S 04344.04



Y0'vveEY0 SB8r

900¢ 199010

0lL-s3

Hoday 1oedw| [ejuswuoliaug welbold yeiq
weiboid 191ep\ pojoAoay sanljiin dlgnd SpISIany

Iojem payokoal Jo asn wolJ Ayenb

orqeorddy joN JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SS9  JJeMpunois J0 19Jem 998JINS JO UONEPRISI(] AI-dINT-dM
S9IPOQ I9JeM 90BJINS 0) IOJeM PO[OAdAI
orqeorddy joN JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SS9 Jo a81eyosip woy Ajjenb 10jem paseardd( Al-dINT-dM
armdni K11oey 10 a1mydns
ourpadid uonos[0o 10jemalsem woij Arenb
orqeorddy 10N JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SSOT Iojem Q0BLINS pUB I9JBMPUNOIT Pasearddd O1-dINT-IM
*SULId)BMIP 10)
suorsiaoad yuowdpduwy :1-gI-ININ-MAA
‘wea3oad sanseowrId)uUN0d
pue ‘[03u09 ‘uonpuaAdad
1rds e yuowndiduy :Z-VI-INN-4A
JIULIdJ UOI)INIISUO))
[eIdUd9) SAAAN U} Jo syudwd.ambax  (pajerodaodur uonesnIw Yirm JuedJrusis d[qe) J13)eM IY) MO[dq
juuRdwy :I-VI-INIA-IA uey) SSI[) JUBIGIUSIS A[[eNUI0J  UONINIISUOD WwoJj Ajjenb 19)em pasedrddq d1-dINT-d M
*SANIAIIIE UOIJINIISUOD
roq-pue-ydel Aue a0j uepd Loudduryuod
no-deaj e aredaad :E-VI-IWIN-d A
‘wre130.1d 21nseaurIdUN0d
pue ‘[03u0d ‘uonpuaAdad
[nds e yudwdrduwy -V [-INIAN-IM
JIULIdJ UON)INIISUO))
[819Ud9) SHAJIN Y3 Jo spudwaambax  (pajerod.aodur uonesniw Yrm JuedIugis sjuduodwod 333foad [[e Jo uondINISU0d
ymuRdwy :1-VI-INIA-dM uey) SSI) JUBIYIUSIS A[[enpudjod woay Ayenb 19)em ddeLINS PIsLAINI VI-dINI-IA
spoedw] Lypeng) J193eAp
syoedwy JueOJIUSIS 10 UONBININ joedw] JO [9A9] joedwy Jo odA, i eduy

sainses)y uonebniy pue ‘eouediiublg Jo [aAaT ‘s1oedu| Jo 1si Alewwng *L-S3 ajqel



Y0'vveEY0 SB8r

900¢ 199010

L1-S3

Hoday 1oedw| [ejuswuoliaug welbold yeiq
weiboid 191ep\ pojoAoay sanljiin dlignd SpISIanY

wWo)SAS uonnqLysIp

orqeorddy 10N JUedIJIUTIS URY) SST 2109 Jo uone1ddo pue OUBUIUIRIA -d1-dNT-019d
‘dJH
WIS 93 Jo syuswdambaa sqedndde
o WM Ajdwo) :T-WIN-O19
*dDHSIAN DU 943 Jo sdansedwr  (pajeaodaodur uonesnIu Ym juedrusis
Jrqedrdde oy yuowddwy :[-ININ-OIFD uey) ssI) JuBdIYIUSIs A[[enuajod WA)SAS UONNLISIP 3109 JO UONINIISUOD) I-41-dINI-O19
orqeorddy 10N JUBOYTUSIS UBY) SSOT [ 9seyd Jo ooueudjuIew pue uonerddo -V I1-dINI-0O19
orqeorddy joN JUBOYIUSIS ULY) SS9 [9seyd JO UOnonnsuo)) I-VI-dINI-019
spoeduay saradg snye)S [e1dads
J1qeorddy 10N JUBOJIUSIS UBY) SSOT QUOZ POO[J Ul UONINISUOD) VO-dNT-dM
syoedwi] suoZ poorq
Iojem po[okoal
orqeorddy 10N JUBOITUSIS UBY) SS JO osn woJj J[qe} Ijempunoisd ur souey)) g7-dINI-IM
(&32 00F*ST) SJO €1 JO UOISIOAIP WOy
orqeorddy 10N JUedIJIUTIS URY) SSIT IOATY BUY ®BJUES ) JO MO[J oY) ul saguey) VZ-dINI-IM
sjpoeduuy Mo 19)BAN
Iojem Pafokoal
P9IOdJUISIP pue pojear) oy 03 oInsodxd
o[qeorddy 10N JueOIJIUSIS URY) SSOT  JO/PUE SN JO J[NSAI B S8 Y)[BAY UBWINY 0} STy A1-dINT-IM
syoedwi] JueoyIuSIS 10J UOLESNHIA joedw] JO [9A9] joedwy Jo odA, i yweduy

Alewwng aA)noaxg

Juswieda@ saiN dljdnd SpISISAY



YO'PYEYD 91
Z¢l-s3 uoday 10edw| [eyuswuoiiaug weibold yeiq

900¢ 49903120 weiboid Jajep) pajoAosy sanin dlignd SpISIaArY

‘dOH
WIS 9} Jo syuswdambau sqedndde

oy} M Adwo) :z-IWIN-OT1d

*dDHSIN DA Y3 Jo sdansedwr  (pajerodiodur uonednru Yy juedyrugis
apqeardde oy yuswardwy :[-WIN-OId uey) ss37Y) JuedPIUSIS A[[enudjod [oseyq jo uononnsuo)  [-VZ-JINI-OId

spoedw] Ayiunwiwo)) [eanjeN snyels [eradg

‘dOH
WS Y3 Jo syudwdambau djqedrdde

) PIm Adwo) :7-IWIN-OId

*dDHSIA DUM Y3 Jo sdanseowr  (pajeaod.aodur uonesniu Yy juedugis

dqedridde ayy yuowddwy :[-IWIA-OId uey) $sa[) JudYIUSIS A[[enud)od Suipeadd/uorsuedxy Apoey -A1-dINI-OId
o[qeorddy 10N SJouRq JULIYIUTIS UeY) SSO] Spue[jom JO UORIPPY 1-d1-dINI-O01d
orqeorddy 10N JuUBOITUSIS UBY) SSOT S[oA9] 931eyoSIp uI 93uey)) A1-dINT-O1d
o[qeorddy 10N JueolTuIs ueyy sso| Iojem paJokoal Jo as A1-dNT-o1d
WISAS
o1qeorddy 10N jueoyTudIs uey) ssoT  9sn [ermnoride Jo uoneiodo pue doUBUSIUIBIA 7-01-dINI-01d
‘dDH

WIS 243 Jo syudwdambau sjqedrdde
oy yim Ajdwo) :z-IWIN-O1d

*dDHSIA DU Y3 Jo saansedwr  (pajeaodaodur uonednru yjim juedrudis
drqedndde ayy yudwddwy :[-IWIN-OILD uey) SsI) JUBdIYIUSIS A[[enuajoq WIA)SAS SN [eINI[NILISE JO UOIINIISUO)) I-D1-dINI-O19

syoedw] JueoIUSIS 10 UONBININ joedw] JO [9A9] joedwy Jo odA, i yweduy

Alewwng aA)noaxg Wweawedsq seninn olgnd opisienry



Y0'vveEY0 SB8r

€1-S3 uoday joedw) [eyuswuoliaug welboid yeiq

900¢ 49903120 weiboid Jajep) pajoAosy sanin dlignd SpISIaArY

dqeorddy 10N SIJOUSQ JUBOLIUSIS URY) SS9 SpUe[jom Jo UonIppy [-4¢-dINI-014
o1qeorddy joN JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SSO] S[9AQ] 931eyDSIp uI 93uey)) AZ-dINI-019d
orqeorddy joN JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SSO I91eMm POoAdal JO as() dz-dINT-01d
W)SAS
orqeorddy joN JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SS9 9sn [eImynoLise Jo uorerddo pue d0UBUIUIRIA 7-07-dNI-019d
‘dOH
WIS 243 Jo syudwdambau djqedrdde
ay s Adwo) :z-WIN-OId
*dDHSIA DM Y3 Jo sdanseowr  (pajeaod.aodur uonesniu Y juedugis
drqedndde ayy juswdpdwy :[-ININ-OIL uey) $SI7T) JUBIYIUSIS A[[BNU)0] WIISAS ISN [BINY[NILISE JO UONINIISUO)) 1-D7-dINI-O1d
woIsAS uonnqLIsIp
orqeorddy 10N JUBOITUSIS UBY) SS] 2109 Jo uoneIddo pue OUBUIIUIRIA 7-d¢-dNT-019
‘dOH
WIS 243 Jo syudwdambau sjqedrdde
oy Ppim A[dwo) :T-WIN-OId
*dDHSIN DU Y3 Jo sdansedwr  (pajeaodaodur uone3nIu Ym juedrusis
drqedndde ayy Juswddwy :I-ININ-OID uey) $SI77) JULIYIUSIS A[[enudloq WAJSAS UONINQLIISIP 3109 JO UO}INIISUO)) I-9-dINI-O14
orqeorddy 10N JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SSOT 1 3seyd Jo ooueudjurew pue uonerdd -VZ-dINT-O19d
syoedw] JueoIUSIS 10 UONBININ joedw] JO [9A9] joedwy Jo odA, i yweduy

Alewwng aA)noaxg

Juawpedaq sanNN 21qNd SPISIBATY



Y0'vveEY0 SB8r

¥1-S3 uoday 10edw| [eyuswuoiiaug weibold yeiq

900¢ 49903120 weiboid Jajep) pajoAosy sanin dlignd SpISIaArY

o1qeorddy joN JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SSO] S[9A9] 931eyDSIp uI 93uey)) A¢-dINT-O19d
orqeorddy joN JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SSO] I91eMm POoAdal JO as() as-dINT-o1gd
wWo)SAS
orqeorddy jo0N JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SS9 9sn [eImynoLide Jo uorerddo pue d0UBUJUIRIA 7-0¢-dINT-019d
‘dOH
WIS 243 Jo spudwdambau djqedrdde
o P A[dwo) :T-IWIN-OId
*dDHSIA DM Y3 Jo sdanseowr  (pajeaod.aodur uonesniu Yy juedugis
Jrqedrdde oy yuowdpdwy :[-ININ-OIFD uey) Ss9Y) JurdYIuSIs A[[enuajod UI)SAS Isn [eIN)NILISE JO UONINIISU0)) 1-0¢-dINT-O1d
woISAS uonnqIIsIp
orqeorddy jo0N JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SSOT 0109 JO uoneIddo puL OUBUUIBIA z-d¢s-dINT-019
o[qeorddy 10N JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SSOT Wo)SAS UONNQLYSIP 9109 JO UONONNSUO)) 1-9¢€-dINT-019
orqeorddy 10N JUBOYTUSIS UBY) SSOT [ 9seyd Jo ooueudjuIew pue uonerddo 7-Ve-dINI-OIg
o1qeorddy 10N JUedTJIUSIS ULy} SSAT [9seyd JO uononnsuo)) I-Ve-dNT-O19d
sjoedu] J0opLLI0)/AdeNul]
‘dOH

WS 243 Jo syudwdambau sjqedrdde
oy s Ajdwo) :Z-IWIN-O1d

*dDHSIA DU 24} JO saansedw
srqedrdde ayy yuswdrdwy :[-ININ-OID

(p3jeaodaodur uoneInIW YIIM JUBIHIUSIS
uey) ss37) JuedYIugIs Ajfenusjod

Surpeadd uorsuedxy Aeq

-A¢-dINT-O1d

syoedw] JueoIUSIS 10 UONBININ

joedw] JO [9A9]

joedwy Jo odA,

p yedug

Alewwng aA)noaxg

Juawpedaq sanNN 21qNd SPISIBATY



VO'PEVO SBr
G1-S3 uoday joedw) [eyuswuoliaug welboid yeiq

900¢ 49903120 weiboid Jajep) pajoAosy sanin dlignd SpISIaArY

‘dOH
WIS 243 Jo syudwdambau sjqedrdde

oy} ym Adwo) :z-IWIN-OT1d

*dDHSIA DUM Y3 JO saansedw

(pajeaodaodur uonesNIW YIIM JUBIGIUSIS

drqedndde ayy yuowddwy :1-IWIN-OID uey) ss9Y) JurdYIugIs A[[enudlog WId)SAS Isn [eIN)MILISE JO UONINIISUO)) I-D¥9-dINT-O1d
Wo)SAS uonnqLYsIp
orqeorddy joN JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SS9 9109 JO uonEeIddo PUL OUBUUIRIA -9¥-dINT-019
‘dOH
WS Y3 Jo spudwdambau djqedrdde
o WM A[dwo) :T-WIN-O19
*dDHSIA DUM Y3 Jo sdanseowr  (pajeaod.aodur uonesniu Yy juedugis
drqedrdde oy yuowdpdwy :[-ININ-OIFD uey) SS9 JuBdIYIUSIs A[[enudjod WA)SAS UONNQLISIP 3109 JO UONINIISUOD) I-dv-dINT-O19
orqeorddy 10N JUBOYTUSIS UBY) SSOT [ 9seyd Jo ooueudjuIew pue uonerdd -V-dINI-0O19
o1qeorddy 10N JUedTJTUSIS ULy} SSAT [9seyd JO uononnsuo)) I-V-dNT-019
syoedu] uonejudWRdW] JOH/BITY UOHBAIISUOD)
‘dOH

WIS 243 Jo syudwdambau sjqedrdde
AP P Adwo) :Z-IWIN-OId

*dDHSIA DUM Y} JO saansedw

(pajeaodaodur uonesnIW YIIm JuBIGIUSIS

drqeardde ayy yuswdpdury :[-IWIN-OID uey) sso7Y) JuedyIudis A[enusjoq Surpeadd)/uorsuedxy Apoey -d€-dINT-O1d
d1qeoriddy 10N SILJOURQ “JUBOLIUSIS UY) SSOT SPUE[}aMm JO UONIPPY 1-d¢-dINI-014
syoedw] JueoIUSIS 10 UONBININ joedw] JO [9A9] joedwy Jo odA, i yweduy

Alewwng aA)noaxg

Juawpedaq sanNN 21qNd SPISIBATY



Y0'vveEY0 SB8r

900¢ 199010

91-S3

Hoday 1oedw| [ejuswuoliaug welbold yeiq
weiboid 191ep\ pojoAoay sanljiin dlignd SpISIanY

‘SpAepue)s S J0LId)U]
3y} Jo A1¥)3193§ Y} 0) ULIOJUOD
suoneId)e yey) dInsuy VZ-ININ-HD

“UONBIUIWNIOP
udLIm pue drydeadoyoyd
plepuegls urejqO DI-IWIN-HD

*dUBIYIUSIS
$31 AJAUOD PUR JUIWNIOP 0) IIINOSII IY)
Jo Apmys Joypang Jonpuo) gI-IWIN-dD

*SUIEWAI uewiny pug
$32IN0SII [RANI[ND PIOAY :V[-INIA-UD

d[qeploARUN puUE JUBIYIUSIS A[[eIUd)0g

sjuduodwo) 333f0ad Jo uondINIISUOD

WOIJ SIIANOSII ILI0)SIY JO UONI[OWI( I-dINI-9D

spoeduy $321n083Yy (AN

‘dDH
WS 243 Jo syudwdambau sjqedrdde

oy Pim A[dwo) :Z-IWIN-OId

*dDHSIA DUM Y3 JO saansedw

(pajeaodaodur uoneInIW YIIm JUBIGIUSIS

drqeardde ayy yuswdpdury :[-IWIN-OID uey) sso7Y) JuedyIudis Ajenusjoq Surpeadd)/uorsuedxy Apoey T-dy-dINT-O1d
d1qeariddy 10N S1Jouaq JULOLIUSIS Uey) SS] SpUe[}om Jo UonIippy [-d-dINI-O014
o1qearddy 10N eSO IUSIS URY) SS] S[oAQ] 931BYOSIp Ul d3uey) Ar-dINI-O19d
o1qearddy 10N UBOYIUSIS URY) SSO] I0JeMm PIJOAdAI JO S av-dinI-oid
Wo)SAS
orqeorddy 10N JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SS9 9sn [eImnoLide Jo uonerddo pue d0UBUIUIRIA -O¥7-dINI-019d
syoedw] JueoIUSIS 10 UONBININ joedw] JO [9A9] joedwy Jo odA, i yweduy

Alewwng aA)noaxg

Juawpedaq sanNN 21qNd SPISIBATY



Y0'vveEY0 SB8r

900¢ 199010

L1-S3

Hoday 1oedw| [ejuswuoliaug welbold yeiq
weiboid 191ep\ pojoAoay sanljiin dlignd SpISIanY

*MIIAI USISAP 1ONpuU0) g7Z-ININ-UD

*SpIepue)s s 101U
3} JO A1€)3133S Y} 0) ULIOJUOD
SuoneId)[E Jey) INSuY VZ-IWIN-¥D

*UON)BIUIWNIOP
uaIm pue diydeadoyoyd
prepue)s ureyqQ DI-ININ-UD

*2UBIYIUSIS
S A9AUO0D PUE JUIWNIOP 0} IIINOSI.I Y}
Jo Apmys adypany Jonpuo) GI-WIN-HD

‘sulewag uewiny pue

uonismboe Lem-jo-)y3r 3o9foad

$92.N0SAI [BAM[ND PIOAY VI-ININ-MD  [qePIoABUN pue JuBdYIusIs A[[enuajod WO} SIIINOSII ILIOISIY JO UOIRIO[Y e-dINI-ID
*MIIAJI USISIP JoNpuo) :g-ININ-UD
‘spJepue)s S I0LId)u]
31} Jo A1E)II3S dY) 0) ULIOJUOD
suone.R)E ey} dInsuy VI-ININ-HD
syuduodwod
‘surewd. uewny pue  (pajeirodiodur uoneInIW PIM JUBIYIUSIS 393(0.ad Jo WONINIISUOD WOIJ SIIINOSI.I
$32.N0S3I [EINI[ND PIOAY :V[-ININ-dD uey) ss97Y) JurdyIuSIs A[[enuajod JLI0)SIY JO UONB.I0ISI.I 10 UONRIIY -dINT-ID
syoedw] JueoIUSIS 10 UONBININ joedw] JO [9A9] joedwy Jo odA, i yweduy

Alewwng aA)noaxg

Juawpedaq sanNN 21qNd SPISIBATY



Y0'vveEY0 SB8r

900¢ 199010

81-S3

Hoday 1oedw| [ejuswuoliaug welbold yeiq
weiboid 191ep\ pojoAoay sanljiin dlignd SpISIanY

aqeonddy 10N

"100(01d Jo130UE 1M UOIIOSUUOD
ur pojedronue sjoedwr sApe[OWN
jueolyIugIs A[enuajod 0} UONNQLIIUOd ON

s309(01d 19130 Y)M PIUIqUIOD
J1 S109]J0 9ATIE[NWND JURIITUSIS UBY) SSO]

syoedwr pojeador woiy
S}09JJ0 SAIR[NWND JUBSIIUSIS URY) SSO]

S}99}J0 pauIqUIOD
10 pajeadar woiy Ayyenb 1ojempunoid pue

90eJIns U0 sjoedwr 9]qeIAPISUO A[OATIE[NTUN)) I-4M-INND

syoeduw] sApeun))

*$9JIS SNOISI[A. 10 [BUONIPRI) UBILIdUIY
JAIIEN 0} $S3II® PLNSAY AP-ININ-d)D

*$32.1N083.1 [BIIF0[0dRYD.IR

«ded,, 10 130D HP-ININ-HD

‘vaae 333foad
31} Ul ISIXd 0) PIJIAASNS 1€ SIIINOSIL

[EANY[ND J1 YI0M JEH AH-ININ-¥D

‘Suri03ruow

[ed130[09€ydaE ONPU0)) DH-ININ-HD
*AI9A023.1 B)Rp

[ed130[09€ydaR JINPU0)) gH-ININ-UD

*SUTeW.
ugwIny Jo AI1IA0ISIP 3y} 0) sururelsad

sme[ 9e)S PIm A[dwo) vH-IWIA-ID
*MIIA USISAP INPU0) gT-ININ-UD

*SUIeWdI uewiny pue
$92.N0SI [EANI[ND PIOAY :VI-ININ-UD

(p3jeaodaodur uoneInIW YIIM JUBIHIUSIS
uey) ssIY) JuLdYIuSIs A[fenusjod

sjyuduoduwiod 333foad
JO UONINIISUOD WIOIJ SUTRUIIL UrWINY

J0 S3JIN0SAI [BIIF0[0IBYD.IE JO dUBQIN)SI] P-dINT-D

syoedw] JueoIUSIS 10 UONBININ

joedw] JO [9A9]

joedwy Jo odA, p yedug

Alewwng aA)noaxg

Juawpedaq sanNN 21qNd SPISIBATY



Y0'vveEY0 SB8r

900¢ 199010

61-S3 uoday joedw) [eyuswuoliaug welboid yeiq
welbo.d Jayep) pejokoay samiN 2lgnd apISIeAry

"SOIJOYISOB PUB [BNSIA ‘SWIISAS QITAIOS

pue saninn ‘uoneiodsuen ‘syoeduwr sonAYISIe

pUe [BNSIA ‘UOTJBAIOAI ‘SIOIAISS o1jqnd

‘ursnoy pue uonendod ‘ostou ‘Furuueyd

pue 9sn pue] ‘S[eLIdJeW SNOpIEZey pue

s100foxd 1otpo woay syoedwr  sprezey ‘s[I10s pue A30[093 ‘S90IN0SAI [RIdUIW

oAne[MWND JuedyIudIs Aqrenusjod Aue pue A310uq ‘s00In0sal [eIMno ‘Ajjenb
oiqeoriddy jJoN 03 UOIINQLIIUOD JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SSI] IO ON Ire 03 spoeduwt 9[qeIOPISU0D A[oAIIR[NWUN) S90INOSY YO
‘300foxd
IOYJOUE YIIM UOII0QUUO0D Ul pajedionue
syoedwr aAjenUINg juedyrugis A[fenuojod
0] UONINQLIUOD JULdYIUIIS UBY) SSI 10 ON
S100JJ9 PaAUIqUIOD IO
sjoedwr pojeador woyy  pajeadar woly seare uonealdsuod pasodoid 1o
orqeorddy 10N S100JJ9 9AIE[NWIND JUBOIJIUSIS URY) SS9  SUNSIXd 0} sjordwll 9[qRIOPISUOD A[oATjR[NUUIN.) Z-0OI9-INND
‘300(oad
IOUJOUE YIIM UOTI09UU0D Ul pajedionue
syoedwr aAenuINg JuedyIugis A[fenuojod
0] UOTINQII)UOD JUBOYIUSIS UBY) SSI[ 10 ON
syoeduwir Jo211p 10J Se uoneINIW S109]J9 pauIquIod Jo pajeadar
owres yim ‘syoedunr pajeadar woy WOIJ SONIUNUILIO) [BINJBU pUE so1odds snyess
orqeorddy 10N S109JJ0 SATIR[NIIND JUBOYTUSIS URY) ssO]  [e10ads 0} sjoedwur 9[qeISPISU0D A[QALR[NIIND) I-0I9-INND
100(01d Jo130UR PIM TONOIUUOD
ur pajedionue sjoedwr dane[NWND
juedljiugis A[fenusiod 03 uornqLIUuO))
s309(01d IoU30 Y)IM UOIIBUIQUIOD UT SIBIA
KIp Ul MO[J IOALI UO Ss}oedwll dATIR[NWND
juedljIugis A[fenusiod 03 uornNqLIUO))
(SUOTSIOATD UI SOSBIOUT [BIUSUIIIOUT) S109JJ0 PaUIqUIOd IO pajeadar woy
SOZIRYOSIP UI SOSBIIOIP [BJUIWAIOUL O] we( opeld 9A0QE IOATY BUY BJUEBS JO MO}
orqeorddy 10N S100JJ9 9AIR[NWIND JULOIJIUSIS URY) SS9  90BJINS UO sjoedwll 9[qeIOPISUOD A[dAljR[NWUN)) TAM-INND
syoedw] JueoIUSIS 10 UONBININ joedw] JO [9A9] joedwy Jo odA, i yweduy

Alewwng aA)noaxg

Juawpedaq sanNN 21qNd SPISIBATY



Chapter 1
Introduction



Chapter 1
Introduction

Purpose and Use

This draft program environmental impact report (PEIR) was prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public
Resources Code §21000 et seq.), State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of
Regulations §15000 et seq.), and the City of Riverside’s (City’s) Local CEQA
Guidelines to evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with:

m the City’s adoption of the Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study and
Citywide Master Plan (Master Plan) (Parsons 2003);

m the City’s implementation of a program of near-term and long-term projects
to provide recycled water from the City’s Regional Water Quality Control
Plant (RWQCP) for municipal, industrial, irrigation, and agricultural uses;
and

m  appropriation of 41,400 acre feet per year (afy) of Santa Ana River water
rights to the City by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB),
based on the City’s proposal to divert that amount of treated effluent from the
RWQCP and use it as recycled water.

Basis for Programmatic Analysis

The project (see Chapter 2 for description) meets CEQA criteria for a
programmatic analysis as it entails:

a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related
either: (1) geographically, (2) as logical parts in the chain of contemplated
actions, (3) in connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other
general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or (4) as
individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or
regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which
can be mitigated in similar ways (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168).

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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This draft PEIR addresses the impacts of implementing the citywide recycled
water program as proposed in the Master Plan and water appropriation
application; it also addresses the impacts of projects identified in the Master Plan
to the degree of specificity presently known about such activities. Subsequent
activities in Riverside’s recycled water program will be examined in the light of
this PEIR to determine whether additional documentation (for example, an initial
study leading to either a negative declaration or environmental impact report
[EIR]) must be prepared for those activities.

Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15367 which defines a lead
agency and Sections 15050 and 15051 which identify the lead agency and define
the scope of duties, the City of Riverside is the lead agency for the proposed
project and is taking primary responsibility for conducting the environmental
review and certifying the PEIR.

In addition to the City, several other agencies have special roles with respect to
the proposed project. Other agencies will use this draft EIR as the basis for their
decisions to issue any approvals and/or permits that may be required. These
agencies are defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15381 as “responsible
agencies.” In addition, the PEIR will be reviewed by state agencies with
jurisdiction by law over natural resources that are held in trust for the people of
California. These agencies are defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15386 as
“trustee agencies.” The responsible and trustee agencies for this PEIR are:

m  the SWRCB,

m the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (Santa Ana RWQCB)
Division of Water Rights; and

®  The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG).
The following other federal, state, and local agencies will receive the draft PEIR
and may use the information that it contains:

m  San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District

m  East Valley Water District,

m  Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.
®  Orange County Flood Control District, and

m  Orange County Water District (OCWD),

m  Riverside County Flood Control District,

m  San Bernardino County Flood Control District,

m  San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District,

m  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps),

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
Western Municipal Water District,

Jurupa Community Service District (CSD),
Rubidoux CSD, and

Edgemont CSD.

Uses of the PEIR

The PEIR will serve many intended uses (CEQA Section 15124(d)), including:

Scope

1.

Provide the environmental analysis required for the City’s CEQA findings
regarding the effects of adopting the Master Plan;

Provide the environmental analysis required for the SWRCB’s CEQA
findings regarding the effects of approving of the City’s water rights
application;

Identify the CEQA mitigation measures that will apply as components of the
City’s Recycled Water Program are implemented within the City;

Serve as the first-tier environmental analysis for components of the City’s
Recycled Water Program that will require further review under CEQA and/or
federal or state permits, as well as local water, grading, or other permits
needed for the Phase I Expansion Project;

Provide information about components of the City’s Recycled Water
Program for use in the “Joint Project Review of Public Agency Projects”
under the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan (WRC MSHCP) (Riverside County 2003c¢).

This draft PEIR addresses the potential environmental effects of the proposed
project and was prepared following input from the public, as well as responsible
and affected agencies, through the EIR scoping process. The scoping of this
PEIR was conducted using several of the tools available under CEQA.

Scoping Process

The City prepared an initial study for the proposed project in December 2003 and
determined that the project has the potential for significant effects on certain
aspects of the environment.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, the City prepared a notice
of preparation (NOP) and distributed it to responsible and affected agencies and
other interested parties for review and comment. The public review period for
the notice of preparation began on March 17, 2004, and ended on April 20, 2004.
The notice of preparation was also posted in the Riverside County Clerk’s office
for 20 days and sent to the State Clearinghouse at the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research to officially solicit statewide agency participation in
determining the scope of the PEIR.

Prior to publication of the NOP, a public hearing was held by the City Planning
Commission on December 18, 2003 to solicit public comments on the project.
This public hearing effectively served as a CEQA scoping meeting. The
mandatory scoping meeting requirement in CEQA 15082 (c)(1) came into effect
on January 1, 2005, after the NOP for the project was published.

A copy of the initial study, notice of preparation, and comments received during
the notice of preparation review period are included in Appendix A.

Results of the Initial Study

The initial study identifies potentially significant impacts to two aspects of the
environment: water resources and biological resources. The initial study also
identifies a mandatory finding of significance regarding the project’s potential
effects on fish and wildlife communities, populations, and listed species. (See
Chapter 3B for a discussion of relevant changes to Section 15065 of the State
CEQA Guidelines regarding this mandatory finding of significance.)

No impacts or less-than-significant impacts were found regarding the following:

® land use and planning,

® population and housing,

m  geology and soils,

m  air quality,

m transportation/circulation,

® energy and mineral resources,
m  hazards,

B noise,

m public services,

m utilities and service systems,
m  aesthetics,

m cultural resources, and

B recreation.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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The reasons why the project’s potential effects in these areas were not considered
significant (at the time of preparation of the initial study) are presented in the
initial study checklist in Appendix A.

Responses to the Notice of Preparation

Written comments on the notice of preparation were received from the SWRCB,
OCWD, East Valley Water District, Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, and
City of Loma Linda. Table 1-1 summarizes these comments.

Table 1-1. Comments Received on the Notice of Preparation

Reference

Comment

State Water Resources Control Board

p. 1, paral

p. 1, para 2
p. 1, para 2

p. 2, para?2

p. 2, para 3

p. 2, para 4

p. 2, para 5

The SWRCB may require additional or different mitigation measures for impacts identified in
resource areas within the board’s jurisdiction.

The PEIR must have sufficient specificity for the SWRCB to consider issuing a permit.

The PEIR must focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from adoption of
the plan.

The PEIR must address impacts from the entire project. The analysis should address direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts.

The PEIR must address impacts from implementing the plan, even if the level of analysis may
not address site-specific detail.

Biological and water quality impacts resulting from reduced stream flow must be fully
analyzed.

Potential construction impacts and mitigation measures should be called out in a general way so
that subsequent environmental documentation may be tiered.

Orange County Water District

p. 1,no0. 1

p- 1,n0.2
p-2,n0.3

p. 2, no. 4

p.2,n0.5
p.2,n0.6
p-2,n0.7

The PEIR should clarify the scope of the project with respect to the annual volume of water
usage.

The PEIR should address potential impacts to groundwater quality.

The PEIR should quantify water quality impacts to river flows and groundwater, and should
demonstrate compliance with the Santa Ana River Basin Plan.

The PEIR should identify potential impacts to receiving water habitats, endangered or listed
species, and critical habitats within and downstream of the area.

The PEIR should address biological impacts resulting from reduced stream flow.
The PEIR should provide adequate information to analyze biological resources impacts.

The PEIR should provide adequate information to analyze biological resources and water
quality impacts.

East Valley Water District

p. 2, para 1

The PEIR must discuss and analyze issues raised in the protests filed with the SWRCB.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Reference Comment

p. 2, para 2 The PEIR administrative record should include a detailed written response to all past, present,
and future East Valley Water District comments.

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District

p-1,no. 1 The PEIR should acknowledge that Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District’s Master Drainage Plans will (when fully implemented) provide adequate drainage
outlets and relieve areas from serious flooding problems.

p.1,n0.2 The PEIR should note that any work that involves Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District right-of-way, easements, or facilities will require an encroachment permit
from the district

p-2,no.3 The PEIR should note that improper application of reclaimed water could mobilize pollutants to
groundwater.
p-2,no.4 The PEIR should note that construction projects that disturb 1+ acres of land may require

coverage under the SWRCB’s National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General Permit
for Construction.

p-2,n0.5 The project should comply with the stormwater permit requirements under the National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System Municipal Stormwater Permit for the Santa Ana River
watershed. The PEIR should include any necessary mitigation measures.

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

p. 2, para 2-3 The PEIR must identify potential impacts to Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California’s Upper Feeder pipeline and fee-owned property resulting from excavation,
construction, operations, or any development that may occur as a result of the project.

City of Loma Linda

p. 1, para 1 No comments.

Known Areas of Controversy

In addition to the issues identified above, two areas of known controversy have
been identified. Both are connected with the water rights application:

1. DFG disputes the SWRCB’s determination that conditions in the Santa Ana
basin are such that additional water rights can be appropriated.

2. DFG protests the SWRCB’s consideration of applications for unappropriated
Santa Ana River water rights based, among other things, on the potential for
direct and cumulative effects on resources of the Santa Ana basin, including
reduction of riparian and wetland habitat values as a result of cumulative
diversion rates.

Issues Addressed

Issues addressed in this draft PEIR include water resources and biological
resources (as identified in the initial study), as well as cultural resources and air

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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quality (as construction-related impacts identified after preparation of the initial
study, during EIR scoping). Specific issues are as follows:

Water Resources

vk » N

6.

Change in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or rate and amount of surface
runoff;

Discharge into surface waters or other alteration of surface water quality;
Changes in the amount of surface water in a water body;
Changes in the course of direction of water movement;

Changes in the quantity of groundwater, either through direct additions or
withdrawals, or through interceptions of an aquifer by cuts or excavations, or
through substantial loss of groundwater recharge capability; and

Impacts to groundwater quality.

Biological Resources

S kAW

Impacts to federally listed species or their habitats;

Impacts to species identified as a sensitive or special status species in local or
regional plans or listing maintained by the DFG;

Impacts to locally important natural communities;
Impacts to wetland habitats;
Impacts to wildlife dispersal or migration corridors; and

Impacts to wildlife resources pursuant to Section 711.2 of the California Fish
and Game Code.

Compliance with the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan and the SKR Habitat Conservation Plan

Cultural Resources

1. Impacts involving the demolition, alteration, restoration, or relocation of
historic resources; and

2. Disturbance of archaeological resources or human remains.

Air Quality

1. Temporary air pollutant emissions associated with Phase I construction
activities.

2. Air pollutant emissions associated with operation of the Core Distribution
System; and

3. Cumulative air pollutant emissions associated with development pursuant to
the City of Riverside 2025 General Plan.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Document Organization

Required Contents

This PEIR includes all of the sections required by CEQA. Table 1-2 identifies
the required contents of an EIR and the corresponding section of this draft PEIR.

Table 1-2. Required EIR Contents

Requirement/CEQA Section Location in This Draft PEIR
Table of contents (Section 15122) Table of Contents
Summary (Section 15123) Summary
Project description (Section 15124) Chapter 2
Significant environmental impacts (Section 15126.2) Chapters 3A-3C
Environmental setting (Section 15125) Sections 3A-3C
Mitigation measures (Section 15126.4) Sections 3A-3C
Effects found not to be significant (Section 15128) Chapter 1,
Sections 3A-3C
Cumulative impacts (Section 15130) Chapter 4
Growth-inducing impacts (Section 15126.2) Chapter 5
Unavoidable significant environmental impacts Chapter 5

(Section 15126.2)
Alternatives to the proposed project (Section 15126.6)  Chapter 6

References / organizations and persons consulted Chapter 7
(Section 15129)
List of preparers (Section 15129) Chapter 8

Contents of the Draft PEIR

The organization and content of the this draft PEIR are as follows:

“Executive Summary” presents a summary of the proposed project and
alternatives, potential impacts and mitigation measures, and impact conclusions
regarding growth inducement and cumulative impacts.

Chapter 1, “Introduction” describes the purpose and scope of this draft PEIR,
and identifies its required contents and organization.

Chapter 2, “Project Description” presents the objectives, background, details,
location, and regulatory requirements for the proposed project.

Chapter 3, “Environmental Setting and Analysis,” is divided into three major
sections: Sections 3A, “Water Resources,” 3B, “Biological Resources,” and
3C, “Cultural Resources.” Each subsection describes the existing conditions for

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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the resource of concern before project implementation, methods and assumptions
used in the impact analysis, criteria for determining significance, impacts that
would result from the proposed project, and applicable mitigation measures that
would eliminate or reduce significant impacts.

Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impacts,” discusses impacts that could be created as a
result of the combination of the project evaluated in the draft PEIR together with
other projects causing related impacts.

Chapter 5, “Other CEQA Considerations” includes a discussion of direct and
indirect growth-inducing impacts that could be caused by the proposed project.
It also identifies unavoidable significant environmental impacts and significant
adverse irreversible commitments of resources.

Chapter 6, “Alternatives Analysis,” evaluates the environmental effects of
project alternatives, including the No-Project Alternative. It also identifies the
environmentally superior project alternative.

Chapter 7, “References” is a composite list of the plans, studies, reports,
personal communications, and other materials cited in the draft PEIR. It
identifies federal, state, or local agencies, other organizations, and private
individuals consulted during preparation of this draft EIR.

Chapter 8, “List of Preparers,” lists the individuals involved in preparing this
draft PEIR.

Technical Appendices provide information and technical studies that support the
environmental analysis contained within this document.

Public Review of the Draft PEIR

The draft PEIR has been distributed to agencies, organizations, and interested
groups and persons for comment during the 45-day formal review period, in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15087.

During the 45-day public review period, which began on October 13, 2006, and
ends on November 27, 2006, the draft PEIR is available for general public review
at the following location:

City of Riverside
Public Utilities Department
3901 Orange Street
Riverside, CA 92501

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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The document will also be available online at www.riversidepublicutilities.com.

Interested parties may provide written comments on the draft PEIR that must be
postmarked by November 27, 2006. Please address comments to:

Mr. Kevin Milligan, P.E.
Assistant Director - Water
City of Riverside Public Utilities Department
3901 Orange Street
Riverside, CA 92501
Fax: (951) 826-2498

Upon completion of the 45-day public review period, written responses to all
comments on environmental issues discussed in the draft PEIR will be prepared
and incorporated into the final PEIR. A public meeting on the final PEIR will be
held at the City of Riverside, 3900 Main Street, Riverside, CA 92522.
Comments from the community and interested parties are encouraged at all
public meetings.

Written responses to comments received during the official comment period from
any public agencies will be made available to these agencies at least 10 days
before the board meeting, at which the certification of the final PEIR will be
considered. These comments, and their responses, will be included in the final
PEIR for consideration by the City, as well as any other decision makers. For
details on the project schedule, please contact the City.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Chapter 2
Project Description

The City proposes to:

adopt the Master Plan as the framework for planning, building, and operating
a recycled water distribution system;

implement capital projects and other activities necessary to distribute
recycled water from the RWQCP for municipal, industrial, irrigation, and
agricultural uses; and

direct up to 41,400 afy of treated effluent from the RWQCP into the city’s
recycled water system.

The Master Plan calls for the phased expansion of the city’s existing recycled
water distribution system, beginning with improvements within a 2-mile radius
of the RWQCP and ultimately extending throughout the City and into
unincorporated areas served by the RWQCP. The ultimate capacity of the
recycled water system would be approximately 41,400 afy, which is the amount
indicated in the City’s application for Santa Ana River water rights. The estimate
is based on the projected volume of wastewater treated at the RWQCP as
population and employment in Riverside and surrounding areas continue to grow.
The estimate also assumes that:

the permitted wastewater treatment capacity of the RWQCP would be
expanded over time;

as required under an existing agreement, the RWQCP would continue to
discharge at least 15,250 afy into the Santa Ana River; and

approximately 20,000 afy of the recycled water would be used for
agricultural irrigation and approximately 21,400 afy would be used for
landscape irrigation and other municipal and industrial purposes.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Project Objectives

With regard to the Master Plan, the City’s objective is to establish the framework
for planning and implementing a recycled water distribution system, including
capital projects and operation and maintenance programs. The Master Plan is
needed to guide the phased expansion of the system, allowing the City to reduce
its dependency on groundwater and contract water supplies by increasing the
availability and use of recycled water for municipal, industrial, irrigation, and
agricultural purposes.

With regard to the projects and activities required to implement the recycled
water program, the City’s objective is to ensure that proposed facilities and
capital improvements are consistent with the Master Plan and all applicable
environmental regulations.

With regard to the water rights appropriation, the City’s objective is to ensure the
continuous beneficial use of the water by directing treated effluent from the
RWQCP to recycled water users while contributing to the flow and protecting the
water quality and biological resources of the Santa Ana River.

Project Background

The RWQCP is located on a 121-acre site at 5950 Acorn Street, Riverside,
California, and is south of the Santa Ana River, near the intersection of Van
Buren Boulevard and Jurupa Avenue. It consists of two secondary treatment
plants, one tertiary treatment plant, and sludge handling facilities. The RWQCP
started operation in 1946 as a small primary treatment plant and underwent major
upgrading in 1992. In 1995, approximately 50 acres of wetlands were
constructed and are now being used for additional treatment (nitrogen removal)
of RWQCP effluent. The RWQCP treats wastewater from Riverside and three
community service districts (Edgemont, Jurupa, and Rubidoux). It currently is
permitted to treat 40 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater and is master
planned to treat 60 mgd. Presently the RWQCP produces approximately 36,000
afy of effluent and discharges almost all of that amount into Reach 3 of the Santa
Ana River.

The City’s recycled water distribution system is an outgrowth of reclamation
studies and programs from the early 1990s. In 1992, the City prepared a
reclamation report/master plan that focused on the evaluation of recycled water
quantity and quality, options for use of recycled water, market assessment,
development of a distribution system, and management of excess recycled water.
Although the City did not formally adopt and implement the report, it gradually
increased the use of recycled water around the RWQCP on a case-by-case basis.
Presently, the City operates a small recycled water system composed of 8-inch
and 12-inch diameter distribution mains. Riverside supplies approximately

290 afy of recycled water to the Van Buren Golf Center, Van Buren Urban
Forest, and Toro Manufacturing Company, and has existing recycled water
pipelines in Van Buren Boulevard and Doolittle Avenue.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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In response to increased water demands and environmental needs, the City
initiated an update of the 1992 reclamation report to include an economic
analysis of the development and phased implementation of a citywide recycled
water system. The update was completed in 2003 and produced the Master Plan
that the City now proposes to adopt and implement.

The City’s application for a water appropriation is in response to the SWRCB’s
Order WR 2000-12. In Section 6.3 of the order, the board found that increased
releases of treated wastewater, increased runoff due to urbanization, and
increased availability of water during wet years have substantially increased
flows in the Santa Ana River since the entry of previous judgments regarding
water appropriations and that it was reasonable to expect further increases in flow
in the future. In addition, the SWRCB found that the construction of the Seven
Oaks Dam was a significant change in conditions that affect flow conditions
below the dam following storm events, making it feasible to divert more water.
Finally, the board found that the possibility of using Seven Oaks Dam for water
storage if federal approval was obtained could further increase the quantity of
water potentially available for appropriation in some years. In addition to the
City’s application, the SWRCB has received four applications from water
agencies and four applications from individuals. DFG has filed a protest
contesting the determination that conditions warrant changing the Santa Ana
River’s status as “fully-appropriated.”

Project Location

Region and Watershed

The proposed project is located in northwestern Riverside County, California,
east of Orange County and south of San Bernardino County (Figure 2-1).

As described in more detail in Section 3A, “Water Resources,” the recycled
water facilities and uses would occur in the central reaches of the Santa Ana
River watershed, upstream of Prado Dam (Figure 2-2). The Santa Ana River
watershed stretches from the San Bernardino Mountains to the Pacific Ocean.

City Boundaries and Sphere of Influence

Riverside is the largest inland city in southern California, with an estimated 2003
population of approximately 274,000 and a total area of approximately 52,000
acres. As shown in Figure 2-1, the city shares boundaries with three other
Riverside County cities: Norco, Corona, and Moreno Valley. Unincorporated
communities border the city along the north and south. The Santa Ana River
runs along the city’s northern border.

Riverside’s sphere of influence extends south to below Lake Mathews; it also
includes unincorporated lands along the city’s northeast boundary. Combined,
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Riverside’s current boundaries and sphere of influence encompass approximately
93,000 acres.

Project Area

As described in the market analysis within the Master Plan, the City proposes to
distribute recycled water throughout the city and to connection points in the three
community service districts that currently use the RWQCP: Jurupa and
Rubidoux to the north and Edgemont to the east. The Jurupa and Rubidoux
Community Service Districts are located in the Jurupa Area Plan, as identified in
Riverside County’s Regional Comprehensive Integrated Project (RCIP)
(Riverside County 2003b). The Edgemont Community Service District is largely
encompassed by Riverside’s sphere of influence. The Master Plan also indicates
a large potential market for the recycled water south of the city.

To ensure that the area potentially affected by the proposed project is not
understated, the project area studied for this draft PEIR (see Figure 2-3) includes:
m  Riverside’s current boundaries,

m  Riverside’s sphere of influence as shown in the Draft Riverside General Plan
2025 (City of Riverside 2004a), and

m the Jurupa Area Plan as shown in the 2003 RCIP.

Project Components and Details

The proposed project has three components:

m adoption of the Master Plan;

B implementation of near-term and long-term projects to deliver recycled water
from the RWQCP to users in the project area; and

m  appropriation of 41,400 afy of Santa Ana River water rights to the City, in
the form of treated effluent diverted from the RWQCP for use as recycled
water.

Master Plan

The primary purpose of the Master Plan is to:

m identify potential uses of recycled water from the RWQCP,

m  provide guidance for planning and implementing the phased expansion of the
distribution system within Riverside, and

m provide the basis for analyzing project economics.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Chapter 2. Project Description

The City anticipates that the Master Plan will be updated and amended over time
to include new information about recycled water technologies, facilities, and
markets, together with new and changed regulations affecting the distribution and
use of recycled water.

With regard to potential uses of recycled water from the RWQCP, the Master
Plan indicates the following regarding existing and future demand within

Riverside and the three community service districts currently served by the
RWQCP:

m  Landscape Irrigation within City Limits. Approximately 9,900 afy of
recycled water could be used to irrigate cemeteries, schools, golf courses,
parks, freeway/city greenbelts, and other landscapes. Schools, golf courses,
and parks account for approximately 70% of the projected demand.

®  Industrial/Commercial Uses within City Limits. Approximately 1,700 afy
could be used for industrial and commercial non-irrigation purposes. This
estimate is conservative and is based on information from the early 1990s.

®  Non-Agricultural Uses outside City Limits. Approximately 2,700 afy
could be used for landscape irrigation and industrial/commercial uses outside
the city limits but within the RWQCP’s existing service area. This estimate
does not include potential uses within Riverside’s 15,000-acre southerly
sphere of influence.

m  Agricultural Uses. The Master Plan estimates that up to 30,000 afy could be
directed to agricultural uses in Riverside and the community service districts,
provided that issues regarding irrigation conveyance and delivery obligations
with other agencies can be resolved. A conservative estimate of 6,000 afy is
identified in the Master Plan market analysis based on existing levels of use.

Near- and Long-Term Projects

This draft PEIR considers three types of projects:

1. Core Distribution System. Long-term development of a core distribution
system that provides recycled water for landscape irrigation and other
municipal and industrial uses within the project area.

2. Phase 1 Expansion. As the initial phase of the distribution system, near-
term improvements to the existing system to expand delivery capacity within
a 2-mile radius of the RWQCP.

3. Agricultural Use System. A combination of near-term planning and long-
term development of a system to deliver recycled water for agricultural uses.

Of these three types of projects, the Master Plan provides the most detail about
the Phase 1 expansion of the existing recycled water system. A conceptual plan
for the entire core distribution system is presented, but the location and extent of
future phases after the initial expansion are too speculative to identify or analyze
at this time. Likewise, the location of specific customers relative to the

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Chapter 2. Project Description

distribution system, including customers outside the City, is too speculative at
this point. As customers are identified and signed up for water service, detailed
plans for the distribution system, including connections to points of use, will be
completed and additional CEQA analysis will be conducted. As with the future
phases of the core distribution system, the agricultural use system is presented in
conceptual terms in the Master Plan and will be subject to further planning and
environmental review.

Core Distribution System

Figure 2-4 shows a conceptual alignment of the core distribution system based on
the location of the largest potential users and user clusters identified in Section 4
of the Master Plan and modeling of the system’s hydrologic requirements.
Details of the assumptions and design criteria used in the calculations for the core
system are presented in Section 5 of the Master Plan. Results of the modeling
and analysis of the core distribution system are summarized below. The
estimates do not include lateral distribution from the core system to individual
users or land costs.

m  Uses. As described in the Master Plan, the core distribution system would be
designed to deliver approximately 20,400 afy of recycled water for landscape
irrigation and other municipal, industrial, and commercial uses.

m  Pipelines. The core distribution system will require approximately 272,000
feet of pipeline, ranging in diameter from 12 to 30 inches and in length from
1,000 to 12,737 feet.

®  Junction Nodes. Approximately 39 junction nodes will be required,
handling average daily demands of 11 to 911 gpm and peak hour demands of
32 to 4,478 gpm.

m  Storage Facilities. Assuming an 8-hour irrigation period, 16 hours of peak
day storage will be required. With a peak hourly demand of 25,600 gpm,
about 7 million gallons of operational storage are required. Two
3-million-gallon facilities and one 1-million-gallon facility are
recommended. The recommended locations for the facilities are at the
University of California, Riverside, and at the service boundary between the
City and Western Municipal Water District.

m  Pumping Stations. Seven booster-pumping stations will be required for the
core distribution system to operate on a 24-hour continuous basis: six new
pump stations with capacity ranging from 1,000 to 4,000 gpm and an
additional booster pump at the RWQCP with capacity of 7,300 gpm.

m  Capital Costs. Table 2-1 summarizes the preliminary capital cost estimate
for the citywide core distribution system. Total capital costs (excluding
lateral distribution from core system to individual users) are estimated in the
2003 Master Plan at approximately $64,670,000.

®  Operation and Maintenance Costs. Power costs for the core system are
estimated in the 2003 Master Plan at $27,000 per month. Standard operation
and maintenance costs assume five additional full-time staff and are

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Riverside Public Utilities Department

Chapter 2. Project Description

estimated at $50,000 per month. Miscellaneous repair and maintenance costs
are estimated at $10,000 per month. Depending on how the capital costs are
financed (general funds only or general funds plus grants and loans), loan

annuities costs are estimated $112,000 to $445,000 per month.

Estimated Production Costs (Pricing Options). Depending on how capital
costs are financed, the estimated production cost (and potential price) for the
City ranges from $197 to $309 per afy. This estimate assumes that some
costs would be shared with the Jurupa Community Service District.

Table 2-1. Citywide System Preliminary Capital Cost Analysis

System Component Quantity Cost

1. RWQCP Facilities
Booster pump station (including disinfection and 7,300 gpm $1,314,000
miscellaneous structures)

2. Transmission Pumps
1,000-gpm booster pump station (3 ea.) 3,000 gpm $540,000
3,000-gpm booster pump station (1 ea. 3,000 gpm $540,000
4,000-gpm booster pump station (2 ea.) 8,000 gpm $1,440.000
Transmission Pump Total 14,000 gpm 32,520,000

3. Transmission Pipelines
12” pipelines 119,483 LF  $10,036,572
18” pipelines 9,630 LF $1,213,380
24” pipelines 135,191 LF  $22,712,088
30 pipelines 7,649 LF $1,606,290
Transmission Pipeline Total 272,000 LF  $35,570,000

4. Reservoir Storage
3 MG reservoir (2 ea.) 6 MG  $4,800,000
1 MG reservoir (1 ea.) 1 MG $800,000
Reservoir Storage Total 7 MG 35,600,000

5. Onsite Conversion @ Average of $10,000 186 EA $1,860,000
per Site

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST
Total Estimated Cost $46,864,000
Contingency @ 20% $9,372,800
Engineering, Legal, and Administration @ 15% $8,435,520
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $64,672,320

Note: The ultimate capital costs will vary due to increases in fuel and utilities costs
since preparation of the Master Plan.

Source: Parsons 2003.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Chapter 2. Project Description

Phase 1 Expansion

The Phase 1 expansion encompasses a radius of approximately 2 miles around
the RWQCP (Figure 2-5). This area includes major potential users within
Riverside and Jurupa and Rubidoux Community Service Districts. The Master
Plan considers two primary scenarios and a range of variations for Phase 1. The
variation described below encompasses the largest geographic area and provides
the greatest quantity (in afy) of recycled water among the options presented. All
Phase 1 variations considered in the Master Plan assume that the distribution
pipelines would be placed within existing city rights-of way.

Uses. Phase 1 would provide approximately 2,270 afy for recycled water
users up to north of State Route 91 (SR-91) on Magnolia Avenue between
Madison Street and Van Buren Boulevard (see Figure 2-5). Approximately
770 afy would be delivered to users outside city limits, including
approximately 60 afy to areas currently using potable water, 640 afy to new
areas of reuse, and 60 afy for use by industries. Approximately 1,500 afy
would be delivered for uses in Riverside, including 360 afy for school
irrigation; 195 afy for golf courses; 600 afy for parks; 413 afy for hospital,
airport, and other uses; 270 afy for industry and power plant use; and up to
130 afy for California Department of Transportation projects.

Pipelines. The core distribution system for Phase 1 will require
approximately 47,026 linear feet of pipeline, ranging in diameter from 8§ to
24 inches and in length from 5,440 to 7,700 linear feet. In analyzing pipe
size for Phase 1, consideration was given to the ultimate pipe size required
for the citywide core distribution system. This approach increases the initial
costs for Phase 1 due to the installation of larger diameter pipes. However,
installing the larger pipes during Phase 1 will avoid the cost of installing
parallel pipes when the citywide system is implemented in the future.

Storage Facilities. The RWQCP chlorine contact tanks would be used as
operational storage facilities for Phase 1. No new facilities would be
required.

Pumping Stations. A booster pumping station would be installed at the
chlorine contact tanks. The pumping facility at the RWQCP requires a total
firm capacity of 6100 gpm. The station would include multiple pumps with
one standby pump equal to the largest pump used in operation.

Capital Costs. Table 2-2 summarizes the estimated capital costs for the
Phase 1 system based on the assumption that citywide system design
requirements are addressed. Total capital costs (excluding lateral distribution
from core system to individual users) are estimated at approximately
$10,600,000. If the citywide requirements are not taken into consideration,
the total estimated capital cost is approximately $10,100,000. The reduced
cost reflects a design change to use more 12- and 24-inch pipes and no 18- or
30-inch pipes.

Operation and Maintenance Costs. Power costs for the Phase 1 system are
estimated at $7,200 to $9,300 per month, depending on whether citywide
system requirements are taken into consideration in the design. Labor costs
assume the addition of one staff person at half-time and are estimated at

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Chapter 2. Project Description

$2,500 per month. Miscellaneous repair and maintenance costs are estimated
at $3,000 per month. Depending on how the capital costs are financed, loan-
related costs are estimated at $16,100 to $64,500 per month.

m  Estimated Production Costs (Alternative Pricing Options). Depending on
how capital costs are financed, the estimated production cost for the City
(and potential price) ranges from $277 to $594 per afy. This estimate
assumes that some costs would be shared with the community service
districts.

Table 2-2. Phase 1 Capital Cost Analysis

System Component Quantity Cost

1. RWQCEP Facilities

Booster pump station (including disinfection and 6,100 gpm $1,098,000
miscellaneous structures)

2. Transmission Pipelines

8” pipelines 5,440 LF $304,604
12” pipelines 10,727 LF $901,068
18” pipelines 6,104 LF $769,104
24” pipelines 17,055 LF $2.,865,240
30” pipelines 7,700 LF $1,617,000
Transmission Pipeline Total 47,026 LF 86,457,052
5. Onsite Conversion @ Average of $10,000 per Site 13 EA $130,000
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST
Total estimated cost $7,685,052
Contingency @ 20% $1,537,010
Engineering, legal, and administration @ 15% $1,383,309
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $10,605,372

Note: Analysis assumes system is designed to take into account citywide core
distribution system requirements.

Source: Parsons 2003.

Agricultural Use System

As described in Section 4 of the Master Plan, agricultural uses that currently are
met with the use of non-potable water supplies are a large potential market for
recycled water. However, the non-potable water supply provided in Riverside’s
service area is cheap and easily accessible. There also are a number of
institutional issues related to the delivery of recycled waters. The City
anticipates that a combination of interagency agreements, delivery system
modifications, and related changes will be required to incrementally expand use
of recycled water for certain type of agriculture.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Chapter 2. Project Description

A brief description of existing transmission systems operated by the City is
provided below.

Gage Transmission System

The City owns the Gage Transmission System, which is operated by the Gage
Canal Company. The present capacity of the system is approximately 30,000
gallons per minute (gpm), of which the City owns 19,000 gpm. Gage Canal gets
24,000 gpm from the Gage well system and 6,000 gpm from city potable wells.

The total length of the Gage Transmission System is approximately 54,300 linear
feet. In the upper reach of transmission system, the pipeline increases in
diameter from 24 to 30, 36, 42, and 48 inches. The remainder of the pipeline
varies in diameter from 48 to 60 inches. At the terminal point (Linden Street), a
36-inch diameter pipeline delivers potable water to the Linden and Evans
Reservoirs. Based on the City’s share of the Gage Canal Company and water
exchange agreements, the City’s continuous delivery of domestic water to the
two reservoirs is approximately 24,000 gpm. Typically, for a period of two
months in winter, the lower portion of the transmission system is taken out of
service for maintenance and the entire capacity is available for use by the City.
All deliveries up to 27,000 gpm flow by gravity through a 36-inch diameter
pipeline, which connects the turnouts on Linden Street to the two reservoirs.

As one component of the agricultural use system, the lower reaches of the Gage
Transmission System potentially could be used for recycled water. This
utilization would reduce the amount of groundwater pumping required for
irrigation.

Riverside Water Company Canal

The City operates a second canal, the Riverside Water Company Canal, which is
used for irrigation water conveyance and storm water control. Non-potable wells
in the Colton and Riverside groundwater basins are pumped to provide the
exchange change with the Gage Canal Company and to meet irrigation
conveyance and delivery obligations with other agencies.

Approximately 8,000 afy of non-potable water is delivered to the Gage Canal
Company through a pumping system on the Riverside Canal. An additional
6,000 afy may be delivered to the Western Municipal Water District under the
terms of a 2003 agreement. In addition, the Riverside Canal conveys water
produced on behalf of the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District for
delivery to the OCWD and water produced for delivery to the Elsinore Valley
Municipal Water District.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Chapter 2. Project Description

Water Rights Appropriation

The City has filed an application with the SWRCB for an appropriation of 75
cubic feet per second and up to 41,400 afy of Santa Ana River water rights.
Specifically, the City proposes to direct up to 41,400 afy of treated effluent from
the RWQCP into Riverside’s recycled water system. The diversion would occur
incrementally in proportion to the expansion of Riverside’s recycled water
system. As identified in the City’s application (Appendix C), approximately
21,400 afy of the recycled water would be used for municipal and industrial uses,
and approximately 20,000 afy would be used for agricultural irrigation. These
estimates are consistent with the assumptions and projected uses in the Master
Plan.

The City currently does not have an appropriation of Santa Ana River water
rights. The City’s existing water rights include:

m approximately 77,000 afy of groundwater from wells in the Bunker Hill,
Colton, Riverside North, Riverside South, and Arlington groundwater basins;

m approximately 365 afy of imported water under contracts with the Western
Municipal Water District; and

m approximately 20,000 afy of imported water from Gage Canal Company.

Regulatory and Planning Context

This section describes the regulatory context for the decisions to be made on the
Master Plan, short- and long-term projects, and water rights appropriation. It
also describes the relationship of the proposed projects to other plans and
programs and to other pending applications for Santa Ana River water rights.

Regulatory Context

Section 2 of the Master Plan includes a detailed description of the criteria and
regulations that apply to recycled water uses and facilities. In general, to
implement the Master Plan and ensure the beneficial uses proposed in the City’s
water rights application, the City will need to:

m  amend the RWQCP’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
permit to revise the estimated amount of treated effluent discharged to the
Santa Ana River, identify the ultimate discharge point of the treated effluent
diverted for use as recycled water, include the monitoring program for the
recycled water program, and increase the permitted capacity of the facility;

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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comply with Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, which sets
bacteriological water quality standards for recycled water based on the
expected degree of public contact and requires preparation of an engineering
report describing the production, transmission, existing and future users, and
administration methods for the recycled water system;

comply with Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations which requires
protection against cross-connections between potable water systems and
recycled water systems; and

comply with the applicable provisions of the federal Endangered Species Act
(ESA), federal Clean Water Act (CWA), and California Fish and Game
Code.

Additional information about specific regulatory requirements is provided in
Section 3A, “Water Resources,” and Section 3B, “Biological Resources.”

Relationship to Other Plans and Programs

The following plans and programs are relevant to the proposed project. As
indicated in the Initial Study (Appendix A), there are no known inconsistencies
between the project and other existing plans and programs. Additional details
regarding the project’s relationship to applicable plans and programs are
provided in Sections 3A, 3B, and 3C.

Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Plan (Santa Ana RWQCB
1995a). This plan is prepared and updated every three years by the Santa
Ana RWQCB. The 2005 review was initiated in late 2004.

Southern California Comprehensive Water Reclamation and Reuse
Study, Phase I1 (DWR 2002). The City and the Western Municipal Water
District (and several neighboring agencies) are participants in the Southern
California Comprehensive Water Reclamation and Reuse Study, Phase II.
Phase II (completed in 2002) focuses on developing a long-term regional
recycling strategy and identifying short-term opportunities for
implementation. The analyses examined two distinct time-horizons: 2010
(short-term) and 2040 (long-term). Projects in Riverside are identified as
part of the short- and long-term strategy. Short-term projects in southern
California have the potential to produce approximately 451,500 afy.

2002 Integrated Water Resources Plan (SAWPA 2002). The 2002
Integrated Water Resources Plan is part of the Santa Ana Watershed Project
Authority’s overall Integrated Watershed Plan. It focuses on changes noted
in planning updates from water districts in the watershed; planning horizons
for estimating water demands and supplies (2010, 2025, and 2050); water
resource plans by district; water resource projects by category; and
identification of regional problems and solutions. Water recycling is
encouraged as a means to reduce the area’s overall water consumption and
dependence on imported supplies.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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RCIP. The RCIP includes Riverside County’s Revised General Plan, the
WRC MSHCP, and land use plans for the Jurupa area and other
unincorporated areas adjacent to Riverside.

WRC MSHCP. The project area is within the plan area of the approved
WRC MSHCP. The WRC MSHCP covers approximately 1.26 million acres
in western Riverside County, provides for the ongoing conservation and
management of 500,00 acres, and provides authorization under the federal
and California ESA for incidental take of 116 species (of 146 covered by the
plan). The WRC MSHCP directly covers activities of the City, other
participating cities, and Riverside County; special provisions apply to special
districts and utility companies (potential users of recycled water).

Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat in Western
Riverside County (SKR HCP) (RCHCA 1996). The City is within the plan
and incidental permit area covered by the SKR HCP. Lands north of the City
and some lands west of the City are not covered by the SKR HCP. However,
the WRC MSHCP includes those lands and provides authorization for
incidental take of SKR in those outlying areas. Only lands in Riverside
County are covered by the SKR HCP.

Other Pending Water Appropriations

The City’s application is one of several under consideration by the SWRCB
involving water appropriation from the Santa Ana River. The other applicants
(and their pending application numbers) include the following.

Chino Basin Water Master (WA 31369). The Chino Basin Water Master is
requesting a right to divert 97,000 afy of water to groundwater storage.

San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District/Western Municipal
Water District (WA 31370). The San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water
District/Western Municipal Water District proposes to appropriate up to
50,000 afy of water to surface storage at Seven Oaks Dam, up to 100,000 afy
to existing underground storage facilities, and 1,110 cfs by direct diversion,
operated so the combination of storage and direct diversion does not exceed
200,000 afy.

San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District (WA 31371). The
San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District proposes to divert a
52,172 afy from the Santa Ana River and Mill Creek to groundwater and
surface storage, including 41,772 afy from the Santa Ana River (in addition
to 10.400 afy under existing licenses) and 19,800 afy from Mill Creek.

Orange County Water District (WA 31174). OCWD proposes to increase
its existing diversion of 250,000 afy of water by an additional 255,000 afy,
resulting in a new diversion total of up to 505,000 afy.

Additional information about the above applications is in Chapter 4, “Cumulative
Effects.” In addition to the above-listed applications, four individuals have
submitted applications for direct diversion of comparatively small volumes from
Lytle Creek, which is a tributary of the Santa Ana River.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Chapter 3
Environmental Impacts and

Mitigation Measures

Introduction

The City prepared an initial study for the proposed project in December 2003
(see Appendix A). Based on the findings of the initial study, the City determined
that an EIR would be required for the project. The City used the initial study, as
well as agency input received during the notice of preparation comment period,
to determine the scope of the evaluation for the EIR. This chapter discusses the
following environmental issues:

m  water resources,

m  Dbiological resources; and

m  cultural resources.

Sections 3A, 3B, and 3C provide a detailed discussion of the environmental
setting, impacts associated with the proposed project, and mitigation measures
designed to reduce significant impacts to a less-than-significant level (or to

reduce the severity of significant impacts). Potential air quality impacts
associated with the project are addressed in a technical appendix to this EIR.

Organization of Environmental Analysis

To assist the reader in comparing information about the various environmental
issues, each section (Sections 3A-3C) contains the following information:

® introduction,

m  applicable regulations,

®  setting, and

® impacts and mitigation (including methodology, criteria for determining

significance, and project impacts.

In addition, the Executive Summary includes a table comparing impacts by
environmental issue.
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Terminology Used in this EIR

For each impact identified in this EIR, a statement of the level of significance of
the impact is provided. Impacts are categorized in one of the following
categories:

B A beneficial impact would result when the proposed project would have a
positive effect on the natural or human environment, and no mitigation
would be required.

m A designation of no impact is given when no adverse changes in the
environment are expected,

B A less-than-significant impact would cause no substantial adverse change in
the environment;

m A significant (but mitigable) impact or less-than-significant impact with
mitigation would have a substantial adverse impact on the environment, but
could be reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation; and

B A significant unavoidable impact would cause a substantial adverse effect on
the environment and no feasible mitigation measures would be available to
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
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Section 3A
Water Resources

Introduction

This section examines the potential impacts of the proposed project related to
water resources. The aspects of water resources that are specifically analyzed are
surface water hydrology and flooding, groundwater hydrology, surface water
quality, and groundwater quality.

The acceptability of recycled water for any particular use is dependent on the
physical, chemical, and microbiological quality of the water. Factors that affect
the quality of recycled water include source water quality, wastewater treatment
processes and treatment effectiveness, treatment reliability, and distribution
system design and operation.

Regulatory Setting

Federal General Water Quality Regulations

Clean Water Act

In 1972, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act—hereafter referred as the
Clean Water Act—was amended to require National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permits for discharge of pollutants into so-called
“waters of the United States” that include oceans, bays, rivers, streams, lakes,
ponds, and wetlands from any point source. In 1987, the Clean Water Act was
amended to require that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
establish regulations for permitting under the NPDES permit program of
municipal and industrial stormwater discharges. The EPA published final
regulations regarding stormwater discharges on November 16, 1990. The
regulations require that municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) discharges
to surface waters be regulated by a NPDES permit.

In addition, the Clean Water Act requires the states to adopt water quality
standards for water bodies and have those standards approved by the EPA.
Water quality standards consist of designated beneficial uses—e.g., wildlife
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habitat, agricultural supply, fishing, etc.—for a particular water body, along with
water quality criteria necessary to support those uses. Water quality criteria are
prescribed concentrations or levels of constituents—such as lead, suspended
sediment, and fecal coliform bacteria—or narrative statements that represent the
quality of water that supports a particular use. Because California has not
established a complete list of acceptable water quality criteria, the EPA
established numeric water quality criteria for certain toxic constituents in the
form of the California Toxics Rule (40 CFR 131.38).

Water bodies not meeting water quality standards are deemed “impaired” and,
under Clean Water Act Section 303(d), are placed on a list of impaired waters for
which a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) must be developed for the
impairing pollutant(s). A TMDL is an estimate of the total load of pollutants
from point, non-point, and natural sources that a water body may receive without
exceeding applicable water quality standards (with a “factor of safety” included).
Once established, the TMDL is allocated among current and future pollutant
sources to the water body.

Reach 3 of the Santa Ana River is listed on the 303(d) list as being impaired for
pathogens related to dairy facilities. Lake Evans, Mockingbird Reservoir, Hole
Lake, and Gage Canal, which are the other receiving waters in the direct vicinity
of the project, are not listed on the most recent 303(d) list as being impaired.
Reaches 1 and 2 of the Santa Ana River, which are downstream of the proposed
project, are also not listed on the 303(d) list of impaired waters.

Clean Water Act Dredge and Fill Permits and Water
Quality Certifications

Clean Water Act Section 404 regulates the discharge of dredged and fill materials
into waters of the United States. Project proponents must obtain a permit from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) for all discharges of dredged or fill
material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, before proceeding
with a proposed activity. Before any actions that may affect surface waters are
carried out, a delineation of jurisdictional waters of the United States must be
completed following Corps protocols (Environmental Laboratory 1987), in order
to determine whether the project area encompasses wetlands or other waters of
the United States that qualify for Clean Water Act protection. These waters
include any or all of the following:

m areas within the ordinary high water mark of a stream, including
non-perennial streams with a defined bed and bank and any stream channel
that conveys natural runoff, even if it has been realigned, and

m  seasonal and perennial wetlands.

Wetlands are defined for regulatory purposes as areas “inundated or saturated by
surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that
under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328.3, 40 CFR 230.3).
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Section 404 permits may be issued only for the “least environmentally damaging
practicable alternative.” That is, authorization of a proposed discharge is
prohibited if there is a practicable alternative that would have less adverse
impacts and lacks other significant adverse consequences.

Under Clean Water Act Section 401, applicants for a federal license or permit
such as a Section 404 permit must obtain certification from the state that the
activity will not adversely affect water quality. The Section 401 certification or
waiver for the proposed project is under the jurisdiction of the Santa Ana
RWQCB.

NPDES Permit

The NPDES permit for discharge into Santa Ana River requires secondary
treatment, virus control, in-line coagulation and filtration, and improved
disinfection—or their equivalents—for all wastewater discharges in order to
protect the health of the people who use the Santa Ana River for contact
recreation. Control of inorganic nitrogen levels in discharged water is also
required to protect the aquatic habitat from un-ionized ammonia toxicity and to
manage nitrate levels in groundwater for subsequent municipal uses. Control of
residual chlorine levels in discharges is also a requirement of the NPDES permit
(Parsons 2003).

Current NPDES Permit Requirements

The RWQCP operates under the NPDES permit designated as Order No. 01-3,
NPDES No. CA0105350 with Adoption Order No. R8-2006-0009 (referred to as
Permit under this section), which includes requirements that implement the Santa
Ana River Basin Plan (Basin Plan). See below for a description of the Basin
Plan. The Permit is based on the wastewater treatment plant’s current design
rating of 40 million gallons per day. The Permit covers discharges to surface
waters under NPDES and discharges to groundwater from the reclaimed water
distribution system under the State Water Code. The Santa Ana RWQCB defines
the beneficial uses of the receiving waters and the Basin Plan objectives
necessary to support these beneficial uses in the Basin Plan. Effluent quality
standards require tertiary treatment with filters and disinfection equivalent to
Title 22 requirements for recycled water because of use of receiving waters for
water contact recreation. In issuing the Permit, the Santa Ana RWQCB must
make a finding that the discharge limitations will support attainment of the
objectives. Therefore, by definition, to the extent that the project will meet the
discharge limitations, there will be no impact to the receiving waters. Table 3A-1
presents a summary of the key NPDES effluent requirements. The total
inorganic nitrogen (TIN) limits at RWQCP are expected to be reduced to perhaps
as low as 8 to 10 milligrams per liter (mg/L) at the conclusion of the Santa Ana
River TIN/Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) Study in the near future. Irrigation with
recycled water must be performed in a manner that will ensure the groundwater
quality objectives for TIN are met. As the applicant, the City must demonstrate
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that the application rates for recycled water would not exceed the plant nitrogen
uptake. Such a precaution would prevent nitrogen from migrating to the
groundwater.

Table 3A-1. Summary of Key NPDES Effluent Requirements

Weekly Monthly Annual Daily
Parameter Average Average Average Max Notes
BOD 30 mg/L 20 mg/L -- --
TSS 30 mg/L 20 mg/L -- --
Chlorine -- 5.0 mg/L -- --
Residual
TIN -- -- 10 mg/L -- For flow > 38 MGD
13 mg/L -- For flow < 38 MGD
TDS -- -- 650 mg/L -- 250 mg/L incremental limit
Turbidity -- -- -- -- Daily avg 2 NTU
5 NTU for 5% of time during any
24 hours
Coliform < 2.2 MPN -- -- -- Max 23 MPN, once per month
pH -- -- -- 6.5-8.5 99% compliance

Source: Santa Ana RWQCB 1995b

California Toxics Rule

The California Toxics Rule is a federal regulation issued by the EPA that
provides water quality criteria for toxic constituents in waters with human health
or aquatic life designated uses in California. Criteria established under this rule
would apply to the recycled water that would be discharged as a result of
implementation of the proposed project.

California Toxics Rule criteria apply to the receiving water body and must be
calculated based upon the probable hardness values of the receiving waters,
where higher hardness values result in copper, lead, and zinc being more likely to
be complexed (bound) with other components, which reduces the bioavailability
and resultant toxicity of these metals.

The California Toxics Rule establishes acute and chronic surface water quality
standards for certain waterbodies, as discussed above. Acute criteria provide
benchmarks for the highest concentrations to which aquatic life can be exposed
for a short period of time without deleterious effect. Chronic criteria provide
benchmarks for the highest concentrations of a particular pollutant to which
aquatic life can be exposed for an extended period of time—e.g., 4 days or
more—without deleterious effect.
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Safe Drinking Water Act

The 1986 federal Safe Drinking Water Act requires each state to develop a
wellhead protection plan to describe how areas around wells will be protected
from potential contamination. A major element of a wellhead protection program
is the determination of protection zones around public supply wellheads. Within
these zones, potential protection measures could include limitations on land uses
to preclude industrial or agricultural uses with the potential to result in spills of
chemicals or overuse of fertilizers and other chemicals.

General Construction Activity Permit

Pursuant to Clean Water Act Section 402(p), which requires regulations for
permitting of certain stormwater discharges, the SWRCB has issued a statewide
general NPDES permit for stormwater discharges from construction sites
(INPDES No. CAS000002] California Water Resources Control Board
Resolution No. 2001-046; Modification of Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ
SWRCB NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with
Construction Activity [adopted by the SWRCB on April 26, 2001).

Under this statewide NPDES construction general permit, discharges of
stormwater from construction sites with a disturbed area of 1 acre or more—
effective March 2003—are required to either obtain individual NPDES permits
for stormwater discharges or to be covered by the construction general permit.
Coverage under the construction general permit is accomplished by completing
and filing a Notice of Intent with the SWRCB. Each applicant under the
construction general permit must ensure that a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) is prepared prior to grading and is implemented during
construction. The primary objective of the SWPPP is to identify, construct,
implement, and maintain Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce or
eliminate pollutants in stormwater discharges and in authorized non-stormwater
discharges from the construction site during construction. Permittees are further
required to conduct monitoring and reporting to ensure that BMPs are correctly
implemented and are effective in controlling the discharge of pollutants. Projects
constructed in California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) facilities or
rights-of-way must comply with the requirements of Caltrans’ statewide NPDES
permit, which has requirements similar to those of the construction general
permit.

Federal Flood Insurance Program

Congress responded to increasing costs of disaster relief by passing the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973.
These acts reduce the need for large publicly funded flood control structures and
disaster relief by restricting development on floodplains. The Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) administers the National Flood
Insurance Program and issues Flood Insurance Rate Maps for communities
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participating in the program. These maps delineate flood hazard zones in the
community.

State Water Quality Regulations
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act provides the statutory authority
for SWRCB and the RWQCBs to regulate water quality and was amended in
1972 to extend the federal Clean Water Act authority to these agencies (see
Clean Water Act above). Porter-Cologne established the SWRCB and divided
the state into nine regions, each overseen by a RWQCB. The SWRCB is the
primary state agency responsible for protecting the quality of the State’s surface
and groundwater supplies, but much of the daily implementation of water quality
regulations is carried out by the nine RWQCBs.

Basin Plan

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act provides for the development and
periodic review of water quality control plans (also known as basin plans). The
basin plan for the Santa Ana River Basin (Santa Ana RWQCB 1995b, as
amended) designates beneficial uses and water quality objectives for water
bodies in the region. The Santa Ana Basin Plan identifies beneficial uses for the
area’s surface and groundwater, as shown in Table 3A-2 (Santa Ana RWQCB
1995b). Specific objectives are provided for the larger water bodies within the
region as well as general objectives for ocean waters, bays and estuaries, inland
surface waters, and groundwaters. In general, narrative objectives require that
degradation of water quality not occur because of increases in pollutant loads that
will impact the beneficial uses of a water body. Water quality criteria apply
within receiving waters and do not apply directly to runoff; therefore, water
quality criteria from the Santa Ana Basin Plan are used as benchmarks for
comparison in the quantitative assessments and are also examined in the
qualitative assessments in the discussion of project impacts below. Basin plans
are primarily implemented by using the NPDES permitting system to regulate
waste discharges so that water quality objectives are met.

Potential receiving waters for the project consist of Santa Ana River, Lake Evans,
Mockingbird Reservoir, Hole Lake, and Gage Canal. The Santa Ana Basin Plan
lists beneficial uses of major water bodies within this region, including the
reaches of Santa Ana River that could be affected (Table 3A-2). However, Hole
Lake and Gage Canal are not listed in the Santa Ana Basin Plan. Groundwater
basins that could receive recycled effluent from RWQCP comprise Riverside,
Arlington, and Orange County Coastal Plain Groundwater Basins (Table 3A-2).
Groundwater basins within the Santa Ana Basin Plan are broken into
Management Zones. Management Zones in the Basin that could be affected by
the proposed project include Riverside A through Riverside E, inclusive, and
those in the Orange County Coastal Plain, which include La Habra, Santiago,
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Orange, and Irvine Management Zones (see Figures 3A-1a and 3A-1b). Tables
3A-3 and 3A-4 present the Santa Ana Basin Plan’s water quality objectives for
the surface waters and groundwater basins, respectively, that could be affected by

implementation of the proposed project.

Table 3A-2. Beneficial Uses Identified in Basin Plan for Potential Receiving Waters and Groundwater

Basins in the Project Area’

MUN AGR IND PROC GWR RECI

REC2 WARM COLD WILD RARE

Surface Water Body

Santa Ana River +
Reach 1

Santa Ana River + X
Reach 2

Santa Ana River + X
Reach 3

Santa Ana River +
Reach 4

Lake Evans

Mocking-bird + X
Reservoir

X4

Groundwater Basin

Arlington

Riverside A
Riverside B
Riverside C
Riverside D
Riverside E
Riverside F
La Habra

Santiago

MK X X X K

>

Orange

T T o T o T T
T T o T o T B

Irvine

Notes

MK X X X K

>

" Only uses allowed in project area; see Basin Plan for other categories of beneficial uses.

* Access prohibited in all or part by Orange County Environmental Management Agency.

3 Access prohibited in some portions by San Bernardino Flood Control District.

* Access prohibited in some portions by Gage Canal Company.

I = Intermittent Beneficial Use.
X = Present or Potential Beneficial Use.
Source: Santa Ana RWQCB 1995b.
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Table 3A-3. Basin Plan

Surface Water Quality Objective (mg/L)

Chemical
Hardness Sodium Chloride Sulfate ~ Oxygen Demand

Surface Water Body TDS  (as CaCO;) (Na) (ChH TIN  (SOy) (COD)

Santa Ana River Reach 1 1500 - - - 13 - 90

Santa Ana River Reach2 720 - - - 5 - -

Santa Ana River Reach 3 700 350 110 140 10 150 30

Santa Ana River Reach4 550 - - - 10 - 30

Lake Evans 490 - - - - - -

Mocking-bird Reservoir 650 - - - - - -

Sources: Santa Ana RWQCB 1995b, 2004a

Table 3A-4. Groundwater Quality Objectives (mg/L)

Groundwater Management

Zones TDS Hardness Sodium (Na)  Chloride (Cl) NOs-N  Sulfate (SO4)
Arlington 980 500 125 180 10 160
Riverside A 560 270 50 50 6.2 85
Riverside B 290 360 70 85 7.6 100
Riverside C 680 500 125 170 8.3 135
Riverside D 810 360 70 85 10.0 100
Riverside E 720 360 70 85 10.0 100
Riverside F 660 500 125 170 9.5 135
La Habra - - - - - 250
Santiago - - - - - -
Orange 580 240 45 55 34 100
Irvine 910 380 100 150 59 240

Source: Santa Ana RWQCB 1995b.

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit

MS4s are any conveyance or system of conveyances that are owned or operated
by a state or local government entity and are designed for collecting and
conveying stormwater that is not part of a Publicly Owned Treatment Works
(i.e., not a combined sewer). MS4 regulations apply to MS4s serving
populations of 100,000 or more, although some MS4s with populations under
100,000 can be designated for permit coverage.
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3A. Water Resources

The RWQCBs issue MS4 permits that regulate stormwater discharges in the
vicinity and downstream of the proposed project area. Such permits regulate
stormwater discharges in the proposed project area. They are required to
establish controls to the maximum extent practicable and effectively prohibit
non-stormwater discharges to the MS4. The MS4 permits detail requirements for
new development and significant redevelopment projects, and includes specific
sizing criteria for treatment BMPs.

Permittees that are signatory to the various MS4 permits that are in areas that
could be affected by implementation of the proposed project have developed
drainage area management plans that have associated water quality management
plans. The proposed project would need to conform to the requirements within
those plans. However, because it is a program-level analysis, the MS4 permitting
process would not directly affect the project, as proposed here. Further
discussion of the effects of the recycled water program on local MS4s and the
respective drainage area and water quality management plans would be provided
in project-level environmental analyses of recycled water use within the districts
of specific local MS4s.

Watershed Management Initiative

The Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) is an integrated planning process
designed to more effectively direct state and federal funds to the highest priority
water quality activities. Its distinguishing feature is the integration of the various
regional, state, and EPA programs on a watershed basis. The participating
agencies in the WMI are the nine RWQCBs, the SWQCB, and the EPA.
Implementation of the WMI is described in a document called the Integrated Plan
for Implementation of the WMI (Integrated Plan), which is updated annually.
The Integrated Plan is composed of individual chapters written by each of the
nine RWQCBsS, as well as chapters prepared by the SWQCB and the EPA. The
Santa Ana Region is divided into 10 Watershed Management Areas (WMAs).
The proposed project lies on and near the border between the Chino Basin and
Middle Santa Ana River WMAs (Santa Ana RWQCB 2004b).

Local Water Quality Regulations

Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority

Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority (SAWPA) is a Joint Powers Authority,
classified as a Special District (government agency) in which SAWPA carries out
functions useful to member agencies. SAWPA works with planners, water
experts, design and construction engineers, and other government agencies to
identify issues and solutions and then use innovation to resolve many water-
related problems. Major aspects of SAWPA’s work include major interagency
water quality programs (e.g., TIN/TDS), facilitation of regulatory programs (e.g.,
Chino Basin TMDL), development of future plans (e.g., the Integrated Watershed
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Plan), and administration of other major programs (e.g., the Lake Elsinore/San
Jacinto Watersheds Authority-Lake Elsinore/San Jacinto Watershed Authority).

TDSI/TIN Task Force

The TDS/TIN Task Force was set up by SAWPA and is composed of
approximately 20 water, wastewater, and groundwater agencies in the Santa Ana
Watershed. It was formed to evaluate the impact of TIN and TDS on water
resources in the Santa Ana River watershed.

City of Riverside Recycled Water Regulations

The City of Riverside published an Urban Water Management Plan (City of
Riverside 2005) that contains a recycled water plan component. The recycled
water plan outlines current uses of recycled water, projected use, and various
planning efforts for use of recycled water. The City of Riverside Water Rule 18
is the local regulatory document for the use of recycled water. Water Rule 18
covers the goals, definitions of recycled water use, provisions, and detailed
recycled water use system specifications and requirements.

Regulations and Criteria Specific to Recycled Water

Quality

Water reclamation and reuse criteria are principally directed at health and
environmental protection and typically address wastewater treatment, recycled
water quality, treatment reliability, distribution systems, and use area controls.
There are no federal regulations governing water reclamation and reuse in the
U.S.; the regulatory burden rests with the individual states, although the EPA
published guidelines in 1992 that are intended to provide guidance to states that
have not developed their own criteria or guidelines (Ref. USEPA/625/R-92/004).
Within California, it is primarily the California Department of Health Services
(California DHS) and Title 22 and Title 17 that govern recycled water quality. In
addition, the City of Riverside has updated the Urban Water Management Plan,
which contains information on recycled water use. This language is consistent
with local, state, and federal criteria.

EPA Water Reuse Guidelines

The EPA, in conjunction with the U.S. Agency for International Development,
published Guidelines for Water Reuse in 1992 (Ref.USEPA/625/R-92/004). The
primary purpose of the document is to provide guidelines, with supporting
information, for utilities and regulatory agencies, particularly in states where
standards do not exist or are being revised or expanded. California’s
comprehensive standards are discussed later in this section. The guidelines
address all of the important aspects of water reuse, including recommended
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treatment processes, recycled water quality limits, monitoring frequencies,
setback distances, and other controls for various water reuse applications. The
guidelines address water reclamation and reuse for non-potable applications as
well as indirect potable reuse by groundwater recharge and augmentation of
surface water sources of supply. The treatment processes and recycled water
quality limits recommended in the guidelines for various recycled water
applications are presented in Table 3A-5. The guidelines suggest that, regardless
of the type of recycled water use, a certain level of disinfection should be
provided to avoid adverse health consequences from inadvertent contact or
accidental or intentional misuse of a water reuse system.

Table 3A-5. EPA Guidelines for Water Reuse

Type of Use Treatment Recycled Water Quality

Urban uses, Food crops eaten = Secondary = pH=6-9

raw, Recreational impoundments = Filtration = 10 mg/L NO;-N

= Disinfection » 2 nephelometric turbidity units (NTU)

= No detectable fecal coli/100 mL"
* 1 mg/L Cl, residual®

Restricted access area irrigation, = Secondary = pH=6-9

Processed food crops, Nonfood = Disinfection * 30 mg/L BOD

crops, Aegthetic impoundrpents, * 30 mg/L TSS

Construction uses, Industrial . e
= 200 fecal coli/100 mL

cooling®, Environmental reuse

1 mg/L Cl, residual °

Groundwater recharge of non-
potable aquifers by spreading

Site specific and use
dependent

Primary (minimum)

Site specific and use dependent

Groundwater recharge of non-
potable aquifers by injection

Site specific and use
dependent

Secondary (minimum)

Site specific and use dependent

Groundwater recharge of potable
aquifers by spreading

Site specific

Secondary and disinfection
(minimum)

Site specific

Meets drinking water standards after
percolation through vadose zone

Groundwater recharge of potable
aquifers by injection,
Augmentation of surface supplies

Notes:

Includes the following:
Secondary

Filtration

Disinfection

Advanced wastewater
treatment

Includes the following:
pH=6-8.5

2 NTU*

No detectable fecal coli/100 mL"
1 mg/L Cl, residual®

Meets drinking water standards

#Should be met prior to disinfection. Average based on a 24-hour time period. Turbidity should not exceed 5 NTU at any time.

®Based on a 7-day median value. Should not exceed 14 fecal coli/100 mL in any sample.

¢ After a minimum contact time of 30 minutes.

d Recirculating cooling towers.

 Based on a 7-day median value. Should not exceed 800 fecal coli/100 mL in any sample.

Source: City of Riverside 2003.
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California Water Recycling And Reuse Criteria

California Department of Health Services

The California DHS has determined that recycled water should essentially be free
of pathogenic organisms. The California DHS specifies treatment processes
(secondary treatment, filtration, and disinfection), operational requirements
(filtration rates, chlorine contact time, etc.), and water quality parameters
(turbidity and coliform organisms) that have been demonstrated to result in the
production of water of desired quality. The California DHS has promulgated
comprehensive regulations (Title 22 and Title 17 requirements) and prescribes
water quality standards and treatment reliability criteria for water recycling
according to the end use of the water. The California reuse criteria include
requirements for treatment reliability that address standby power supplies, alarm
systems, multiple or standby treatment process units, emergency storage or
disposal of inadequately treated wastewater, elimination of treatment process
bypassing, monitoring devices and automatic controllers, and flexibility of
design. The criteria are based on a variety of considerations, including the
following:

m  Public Health Protection. Recycled water should be safe for the intended
use. Most existing water reuse regulations are directed at public health
protection.

m  Use Requirements. Many agricultural, industrial, and other applications
have specific physical and chemical water quality requirements that are not
related to health considerations. Water quality requirements not associated
with public health or environmental protection are seldom included in water
reuse criteria by regulatory agencies.

m Irrigation Effects. The effect of individual constituents or parameters on
crops or other vegetation, soil, and groundwater or other receiving water
affects the water quality requirements. User water quality concerns often fall
outside the scope of regulatory responsibility.

®  Environmental Considerations. The natural flora and fauna in and around
recycled water use areas and the recycled water should not adversely impact
receiving waters.

m  Aesthetics. For high level uses—e.g., urban irrigation and toilet flushing—
the recycled water should be no different in appearance than potable water,
i.e., clear, colorless, and odorless. For recreational impoundments, recycled
water should not promote algal growth.

®  Economics and Political Realities. Regulatory decisions regarding water
reclamation and reuse are influenced by public policy, technical feasibility,
and economics.
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Title 22

Title 22 sets bacteriological water quality standards based on the expected degree
of public contact with recycled water. Pursuant to the water quality standards set
for bacterium content, Title 22 requires water treatment systems levels of
treatment that are appropriate for achieving the desired bacteriological water
quality for the use for which the water is intended. For example, for water reuse
applications with a high potential for the public to come in contact with the
recycled water, Title 22 requires disinfected tertiary treatment to achieve a
coliform (bacteriological) limit of 2.2/100 milliliter (mL). For applications with
lower potential for public contact, Title 22 requires three levels of secondary
treatment, differing by the amount of disinfection required, and coliform limits of
23/100 mL for uses such as non-structural firefighting, and no limits on uses such
as irrigation of fodder, fiber, and seed crops. In addition to establishing recycled
water quality standards, Title 22 specifies the reliability and redundancy for each
recycled water treatment and use operation. Tables 3A-6 and 3A-7 present
California treatment and quality criteria for non-potable uses of recycled water
and proposed California groundwater recharge criteria, respectively. The criteria
presented in Table 3A-7 are useful when considering the quality of the effluent
that would be recycled as part of the proposed project.

Title 17

Title 17 provides protection against cross-connections between potable water
systems and recycled water systems.

Water Rights Regulations

A water right is a legally protected right, granted by law, to take possession of
water and put it to beneficial use. The two most common types of surface water
rights in California are appropriative and riparian rights. The SWRCB is
responsible for allocating water rights and permitting the diversion and use of
water in California.

The appropriative water right system in place today as codified in the Water
Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Division 2, Part 2) applies to the
appropriation for reasonable and beneficial uses of surface water or of
groundwater that flows in a defined subterranean channel. The process requires
submittal of an application to the SWRCB to define diversion quantities, storage
requirements, and season of use. When considering a water rights application,
the SWRCB has a duty to exercise continued supervision over so-called “public
trust resources” for the benefit of the people of California pursuant to the state’s
“public trust doctrine.” The scope of the public trust doctrine was traditionally
defined to protect navigation, commerce, and fisheries, but over the years, the
courts have broadened the definition to include recreational and ecological
values.
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Table 3A-6. California Treatment and Quality Criteria for Non-potable Uses of Recycled Water

Total Coliform

Type of Use Limits Treatment Required
*Irrigation of fodder, fiber, and seed crops, orchards and vineyards, ~ None required Secondary

and processed food crops; Flushing sanitary sewers

Irrigation of pasture for milking animals, landscape areas, ?23/100 mL Secondary and
ornamental nursery stock, and sod farms; Landscape disinfection

impoundments; Industrial or commercial cooling water where no
mist is created; Non-structural fire fighting; Industrial boiler feed;
Soil compaction; Dust control; Cleaning roads, sidewalks, and
outdoor areas

3Surface irrigation of food crops; Restricted landscape 12.2/100 mL Secondary and
impoundments disinfection
*Irrigation of food crops and open access landscape areas; Non- 12.2/100 mL Secondary,
restricted recreational impoundments; Toilet and urinal flushing; Coagulation,
Industrial process water; Decorative fountains; Commercial filtration, and
laundries; Snow making; Structural fire fighting; Industrial or disinfection

commercial cooling where mist is created

Notes:
'Based on running 7-day median.

Based on not exceeding 1 sample in 30 days. At no time shall any sample exceed 240 mL. Applicable uses include:
cemeteries, freeway landscaping, restricted access golf courses, and other controlled access irrigation areas.

3No contact between recycled water and edible portion of crop.
*Contact between recycled water and edible portion of crop; includes edible root crops.
>Not required if the turbidity of the influent to the filters does not exceed 5 NTU more than 5% of the time.

The turbidity of filtered effluent cannot exceed a daily average of 2 NTU. Applicable uses include: parks, playgrounds,
schoolyards, residential landscaping, unrestricted access golf courses, and other uncontrolled access irrigation areas.

Source: California DHS 2001. (Excerpts from the Health and Safety Code, Water Code, and Titles 22 and 17 of the
California Code of Regulations).
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Table 3A-7. Proposed California Groundwater Recharge Criteria

Section 3A. Water Resources

Project Category”
I I 111

Treatment Requirementsb
= Secondary X X X
= Filtration X X X
= Disinfection X X X
= Organics removal X X
Recharge Site Requirements
Depth to groundwater at initial percolation rate of:
= < (.5 centimeters (cm)/minute (min) ?lr(;li’zzrts[(fgl)) 3 m (10 f) N/A

(< 0.2 inches [in]/min)
= < (.8 cm/min (< 0.3 in/min) om{20%) 6m @201 NA
Minimum retention time underground (months) 6 6 12
Horizontal separation® 150 m (500 ft) 150 m (500 ft) 600 m (2000 ft)

Water Quality Limits

Notes:

Drinking water standards except nitrogen, 10 mg/L total
nitrogen, and 1 mg/L total organic carbon of wastewater
origin in extracted water

 Categories I and II are for surface spreading projects. Category III is for injection projects.

®X = treatment process is required.

“From edge of recharge operation to the nearest portable water supply well.

Source: California DHS 1999.

Environmental Setting

Topography and Climate

In general, Southern California has a mild climate with warm, dry summers and
cool, wet winters, with nearly all precipitation occurring during the months of
December through March. Storms occur very infrequently in late summer and
early fall, and rainless periods of several months during summer are common. At

higher elevations, although some precipitation occurs as snow, it

characteristically occurs in the form of rainfall. Both temperature and
precipitation vary considerably with distance from the ocean, elevation, and
topography. For example, whereas yearly precipitation in the lower reaches of
the Santa Ana River is typically about 13 inches, precipitation at Big Bear Lake
Dam in the upper reaches of the basin at 6,815 feet above sea level has averaged
about 33 inches per year between 1987 and 2002, ranging from 14 inches to 82
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inches per year. Precipitation at Seven Oaks Dam, which is 40 miles upstream
from Prado Dam and 1,950 feet above sea level (Corps 2000), averaged 14
inches of precipitation per year between 1987 and 2002, and ranged from 6 to 25
inches per year. The unusually heavy rainfall of 2004-05 does not significantly
affect the discussion presented herein.

Hydrology

The Santa Ana River is the largest river system in Southern California, with a
basin that encompasses approximately 2,450 square miles. Approximately 37%
of the basin lies in mountain areas. The remaining area consists of lower-sloped
valleys formed by a series of broad alluvial fan surfaces that abut the base of the
mountain front.

Surface Hydrology

Santa Ana River Basin and River

The headwaters of the Santa Ana River are in the San Bernardino Mountains,
more than 75 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean, and about 10,000 feet above
sea level. The Santa Ana River Basin lies within San Bernardino, Riverside, and
Orange Counties, and is generally considered to consist of an upper and lower
watershed that is divided at Prado Dam, just east of the Santa Ana Mountains.
Downstream from Prado Dam, the basin discharges into the Pacific Ocean
between the Cities of Newport Beach and Huntington Beach in Orange County.
Of the total basin area, 2,255 square miles lie upstream of Prado Dam. Seven
Oaks Dam, which works in concert with Prado Dam to control flooding, is 40
miles upstream of Prado Dam, and regulates drainage from a 177-square-mile
portion of the drainage area above Prado Dam. One hundred and ninety-five
square miles of the Santa Ana River Basin lie downstream of Prado Dam.

Major tributaries include the San Antonio Creek, Chino Creek, San Timoteo
Creek, Temescal Creek, Cucamonga Creek, Lytle Creek, and Bear Creek as
shown on Figure 2-2 in Chapter 2, “Project Description.” Bear Creek connects
Big Bear Lake with the Santa Ana River. San Antonio Creek flows from Mount
Baldy in the San Gabriel Mountains through Pomona to the Prado Basin. The
Prado Basin constitutes a potential inundation area behind Prado Dam but is not a
full reservoir. The inundation area consists of seasonal wetlands, constructed
treatment wetlands, open space, and other land uses. The San Jacinto
subwatershed drains the southern slope of the San Jacinto Mountains, feeding
Lake Elsinore, which occasionally overflows into Temescal Creek and drains
into the Santa Ana River. Downstream of Prado Dam, the Santa Ana River
crosses into Orange County and traverses the Santa Ana Mountains. In this area,
demarcated by the Corps as Reach 9, the river supports some riparian habitats
leading into the urbanized coastal areas.
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The mainstem of the Santa Ana River is divided by the RWQCB into six reaches
that represent hydrologic and water quality units:

m upstream of Seven Oaks Dam;
m  Seven Oaks Dam to San Bernardino at the San Jacinto fault;

®m  San Jacinto fault to Mission Boulevard Bridge in Riverside, which marks the
upstream limit of rising water induced by the flow constriction at Riverside
Narrows;

m  Mission Bridge to Prado Dam;
®  Prado Dam to Orange County; and

m  17th Street to the tidal prism at the ocean, a reach that consists of a flood
control facility.

The proposed project is located in Reach 3. Figures 2-2 and 2-3 in Chapter 2,
“Project Description” provide an overview of the watershed, demarcating the six
reaches of the river, as described in the Basin Plan.

Other Local Surface Water Resources

Local lakes include the Mockingbird Reservoir, which is toward the southerly
border of the proposed distribution system; Hole Lake, which is about 0.25 mile
south of the RWQCP; and Lake Evans, which is about 0.5 mile from the Santa
Ana River in the northern portion of the proposed distribution area. Mockingbird
Reservoir is fed by Gage Canal, and Hole Lake and Lake Evans are tributaries of
the Santa Ana River.

Streamflow

Santa Ana River

Streamflow is perennial in the canyons of the Santa Ana River and in the
headwaters of most of its tributaries, and has generally been historically
ephemeral in most valley segments of the river, where streamflow in the basin
increases rapidly in response to effective precipitation. High-intensity
precipitation, in combination with the effects of steep gradients and episodic
denudation by wildfire, has periodically resulted in intense sediment-laden
floods, with some debris load in the form of shrubs and trees. However, the
urbanization that is taking place in the valley areas of the basin tends to make the
basin more responsive to rainfall, with peak discharges increased and with the
pre-peak lag time decreased, in comparison with historical conditions.

From San Bernardino and downstream, the river flow is perennial and sustained
by runoff from urban areas, surfacing groundwater, and treated wastewater
effluent. Water rises as a result of flow constriction through Riverside Narrows
and upstream groundwater and wastewater discharges from the Cities of San
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Bernardino, Colton, and Rialto. The rising water feeds several small
tributaries—Sunnyslope Channel, Tequesquite Arroyo, and Anza Park Drain—
that are important breeding and nursery areas for native fish. From Riverside to
the recharge basins below Imperial Highway, river flow consists of treated
effluent, urban runoff, irrigation runoff water, imported water applied for
groundwater recharge, and groundwater forced to the surface by underground
barriers.

The U.S. Geological survey has monitored stream flows just upstream (Santa
Ana River at MWD, 11066460) of the site of the proposed project since 1970.
Baseline flows for various time periods are presented in Table 3A-8. The
average annual stream flow from 1970 to 2003 is 92,160 afy. During multiple
time frames covering the 1970 to 2003 period, flows have gradually increased on
the Santa Ana River at the MWD monitoring location.

Table 3A-8. Santa Ana River Baseline Flows for Various Periods at MWD
Monitoring Station

Time Period Average Annual Stream Flow (afy)
1970-1984 80,280
1985-2003 102,420
1993-2003 121,392
1970-2003 92,160

Notes:

Stream flow monitored at United States Geologic Survey (USGS) monitoring station
11066460, known as the MWD crossing on Santa Ana River.

Other Local Rivers

The Gage Canal is flooded periodically to irrigate local orange crops. About
36,000 to 39,000 acre-feet flow through the canal, yearly (Riverside-Corona
Resources Conservation District 2002).

Flooding

Historical references to flood conditions in the general region date back to
approximately 1769, and several medium to large floods are noted to have
occurred through the 19th century. Recorded data from 1897 to 1988 indicate
that medium to large winter floods occurred in 1903, 1910, 1914, 1916, 1921,
1922, 1927, 1938, 1943, 1965, 1966, 1969, 1978, 1980, and 1983. 1993 and
1995 also saw medium-sized winter floods.
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Flood Control and Water Conservation Facilities

Three major flood control dams, all constructed by the Corps, are located in the
upper Santa Ana River Basin: Seven Oaks Dam, Prado Dam, and San Antonio
Dam. Other flood control improvements include channelization, debris basins,
storm drains, levees, stone and wire-mesh fencing, and local walls along the
banks of stream channels. Both the upper and lower basin contains spreading
grounds and recharge basins for water conservation.

Seven Oaks Dam is a single-purpose flood control facility, located in the upper
Santa Ana River Canyon, which operates in tandem with Prado Dam, 40.3 miles
downstream. Seven Oaks Dam stores stormwater runoff in the early part of the
flood season to build a debris pool to protect the outlet works, where small
releases are continually made so as to maintain downstream water flow. During
a flood, Seven Oaks Dam stores water for as long as the reservoir pool at Prado
Dam is rising, at which time operators begin releasing stored floodwater at a
faster rate. The reservoir behind Seven Oaks Dam is thusly and gradually
drained, a process that is one of the components of the perennial Santa Ana River
flow.

The Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is the local
entity responsible for providing flood protection in Riverside County. The
district’s activities include hazards identification, floodplain delineation and
management, drainage administration, and construction of flood control
structures.

Channel Condition

Although levees and bank protection have been constructed along segments of
the Santa Ana River, large portions of the riverbed in the upper watershed remain
without improvements having been made to them. Above Colton, the riverbed is
wide and rocky. Downstream between Colton and Riverside, the river course
becomes more sandy and narrow and is partially controlled by levees. Below
Mt. Rubidoux at Riverside, the river course meanders widely in its shallow
natural entrenchment, past the flat, agricultural lands in the middle of the upper
Santa Ana Valley, along the base of Norco bluffs, and into the Prado Basin.
Approximately 50% of the river’s flow is diverted through the Prado Wetlands,
which were constructed to remove nitrates from Santa Ana River waters.

Groundwater Hydrology

Groundwater in the Santa Ana River watershed is highly controlled by the
geology of the area (configuration of bedrock and the extensive faulting). Most
groundwater basins are unconfined, which can be visualized as a bowl full of
sand that has its bottom half saturated with water. However, the variable depth to
bedrock and the presence of faults cause pressure zones where water flows
toward the ground surface, sometimes saturating the surface and pooling. In
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general, groundwater flows in the same direction as surface water, flowing from
the easterly and northerly mountains to the Pacific Ocean in the west. There are
about 40 groundwater basins in the watershed, depending on how they are
defined and how boundaries are drawn. Many of the basins are interrelated.
Some of the largest groundwater basins in the Santa Ana River watershed include
the Bunker Hill Basin (San Bernardino), San Timoteo Basin
(Yucaipa/Banning/Beaumont areas), Riverside Basin, Chino Basin
(Chino/Ontario/Fontana areas), San Jacinto/Hemet Basins, and the Orange
County Basin. (SAWPA 2004a.) As specified in the discussion of the Basin
Plan, above, the basins and subbasins have been divided and grouped into
Management Zones (see Figures 3A-1a and 1b).

Groundwater in the Santa Ana River watershed originates in the San Bernardino
Mountains, from where rain and snow percolate into the ground and are naturally
filtered through the sand and gravel of the Bunker Hill and Riverside Basins in
San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. Riverside Public Utilities uses 51 wells
to tap water for domestic use by city residents. These underground resources,
which include water from the Arlington and Riverside North and South basins,
account for 99% of Riverside water supply. (Riverside Public Utilities
Department 2004.)

Local Groundwater Hydrology

Chino Subbasin

The Chino Subbasin, which lies directly under the RWQCP, is bounded on the
east by the Rialto-Colton fault, southeast by the contact with impermeable rocks
forming the Jurupa Mountains, south by contact with impermeable rocks of the
Puente Hills and by the Chino fault, northwest by the San Jose fault, and north by
impermeable rocks of the San Gabriel Mountains and the Cucamonga fault. San
Antonio Creek and Cucamonga Creek drain the surface of the subbasin
southward to join the Santa Ana River. Annual mean precipitation ranges from
13 to 29 inches across the surface of the subbasin and averages about 17 inches.
(California Department of Water Resources [DWR] 2004.)

The water-bearing units in the Chino Subbasin include Holocene and Upper
Pleistocene alluvium. Holocene alluvium consists mainly of alluvial fan deposits
with maximum thickness of 150 feet that are coarsest in and near the mouths of
the canyons, and are finer away from canyon mouths in the southern part of the
subbasin. The Pleistocene alluvium, which is exposed mainly in the northern
part of the subbasin and supplies most of the water to wells in the subbasin, is
about 600 to 700 feet thick throughout most of the subbasin and contains
interfingering finer, alluvial fan deposits and coarser, fluvial deposits. Most of
the wells producing water from the eastern half of Chino Subbasin draw from the
coarse portion of the Pleistocene alluvium. The combined effects of sorting and
weathering give the Pleistocene alluvium in the central part of the subbasin the
lowest clay content and the highest well yields with 500 to 1,000 gallons per
minute (gpm). In the southern part of the area, where the sediments tend to
contain more clay, wells generally yield between 100 and 500 gpm (DWR 2004).

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 3A-20
J&S 04344.04



Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3A. Water Resources

The Chino Subbasin is bounded by three major fault systems. Many of the faults
within the subbasin form groundwater barriers marked by discontinuities in
groundwater elevations. The Rialto-Colton fault forms the eastern boundary of
the Chino Basin. Although it has no surface expression, it forms a major barrier
to groundwater movement. The San Jose fault forms the northwest boundary of
the Chino Basin. It displaces the base of fresh water from 250 feet to 400 feet.
The Cucamonga fault zone forms part of the northern boundary of the Chino
Basin. Displacement on this fault amounts to about 1,000 feet on the west end to
4,000 feet at its east end. Low scarps in Holocene and Pleistocene alluvium near
the mouths of Cucamonga, Day, and Etiwanda Canyons indicate recent geologic
activity, and rising water at the base of Guard Station Hill indicates it forms a
groundwater barrier. Groundwater recharge to the subbasin occurs by direct
infiltration or precipitation on the subbasin floor, by infiltration of surface flow,
and by underflow of groundwater from adjacent basins. The five recharge
facilities in the subbasin are Deer Creek, Day Creek, East Etiwanda, San Sevaine,
and Victoria (DWR 2004).

Groundwater Levels and Budget (Type A)

By 1980, groundwater levels declined about 80 feet from historical high marks in
the 1920s. By 2000, water levels had recovered about 20 feet.

Groundwater Storage

Total storage within the subbasin is 18,300,000 af. In 1982, water in storage was
estimated to be 8,600,000 af. In the fall of 1997, water in storage is estimated to
have been 5,300,000 af, and, in the fall of 2000, it’s estimated to have been
5,325,000 af. In 1978, the Chino Subbasin was adjudicated, and pumping within
the subbasin is managed and reported by the Chino Basin Watermaster. During
the 1997-1998 water year, total groundwater production in the Chino Subbasin is
estimated at 145,735 af; 162,267 af for 1998-1999; 178,820 for 1999-2000; and
161,475 for 2000-2001 (DWR 2004).

Riverside-Arlington Subbasin

The Riverside-Arlington Subbasin underlies part of the Santa Ana River Valley
in northwest Riverside County and southwest San Bernardino County. It
composes most of what were referred to, above, as the Riverside Management
Zone and Arlington Management Zone. This subbasin lies below much of the
area that would compose Phase 1 of the citywide recycled water distribution
system. Western Municipal Water District pumps water from this basin for water
delivery to customers (San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District and
Western Municipal Water District 2004). This subbasin, which has a 92-square-
mile surface area, is bound by impermeable rocks of Box Springs Mountains on
the southeast, Arlington Mountain on the south, La Sierra Heights and Mount
Rubidoux on the northwest, and the Jurupa Mountains on the north. The
northeast boundary is formed by the Rialto-Colton fault, and a portion of the
northern boundary is a groundwater divide beneath the community of
Bloomington. The Santa Ana River flows over the northern portion of the
subbasin. Annual average precipitation is about 10 to 14 inches (DWR 2003).
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Groundwater in the subbasin is found chiefly in alluvial deposits. Quaternary
age alluvial deposits in the subbasin consist of sand, gravel, silt, and clay
deposited by the Santa Ana River and its tributaries. Near the City, the upper 50
feet of deposits are principally clay; however, deposits near the City of Arlington
have considerable sand and little clay. At the northern end of the subbasin,
coarser gravels with cobbles 4 to 6 inches in diameter are common. Based on
data from wells, a minimum specific yield of 15% was assigned to unweathered
gravels at the extreme northern end of the subbasin. The specific yield increases
sharply to 18% near the Santa Ana River, and then increases gradually to a
maximum of 20% near the City of Arlington (DWR 2003).

The Rialto-Colton fault to the northeast separates the Riverside-Arlington
Subbasin from the Rialto-Colton Subbasin. The fault is a barrier to groundwater
flow along the fault-length, especially in its northern reaches. A groundwater
divide in the alluvium separates the Riverside portion from the Arlington portion
of the subbasin (DWR 2003).

The Riverside-Arlington Subbasin is replenished by infiltration from Santa Ana
River flow, underflow past the Rialto-Colton fault, intermittent underflow from
the Chino Subbasin, return irrigation flow, and deep percolation of precipitation
(DWR 2003).

Groundwater Levels and Budget (Type A)

Groundwater moves northwest near Arlington, then flows southwest to Arlington
Gap, through which it flows into the Temescal Subbasin. In the northeastern part
of the subbasin, groundwater levels near the Santa Ana River fluctuated about

20 feet during 1985 through 2001 and declined about 10 feet during 1995
through 2000. In the central part of the subbasin near Riverside, groundwater
levels were fairly steady during 1965 through 1985, fluctuating about 4 feet.
About 10,100 af were pumped from the Riverside portion of the subbasin for
municipal water uses during the 2000-2001 fiscal year (DWR 2003).

Groundwater Storage

The total storage capacity of the Riverside-Arlington Subbasin has been
estimated to be 243,000 af. The Riverside portion of the subbasin is estimated to
have a storage capacity of about 207,000 af and the Arlington portion a storage
capacity of 36,000 af. There is no information on the actual amount of
groundwater in storage in this subbasin (DWR 2003).

Water Demand

There are numerous demands on water in the Santa Ana River watershed. The
area is rich in agricultural history and still contains concentrations of citrus,
dairy, and other agricultural areas that demand significant quantities of water.
The area has a large industrial/commercial base, and the rapidly expanding
population requires a large quantity of water. In the year 2000, the watershed
required 1.4 million acre-feet of water (467 billion gallons) to meet demand.
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Projections are that this demand will increase 47% in the next 50 years, so that in
2050, the watershed will require 2.1 million acre-feet (687 billion gallons) of
water to meet demands (SAWPA 2004a).

Water Quality

Surface water and groundwater quality levels are intimately connected, with the
quality of one affecting that of the other as a result of the flow that occurs
between them. Below San Bernardino, effluent from wastewater treatment plants
is the major contributor to baseline surface water flows in terms of volume. The
total volume of wastewater flows into the Santa Ana River has increased between
1970 and 1990 from 50,000 to more than 130,000 af per year. Santa Ana River
water quality has increased steadily during this time, largely because of
improvements in the wastewater treatment processes.

The acceptability of recycled water for any particular use is dependent on the
physical, chemical, and microbiological quality of the water. Factors that affect
the quality of recycled water include source water quality, wastewater treatment
processes and treatment effectiveness, treatment reliability, and distribution
system design and operation. Local considerations include the following.

m  Industrial wastes discharged to municipal sewage systems can introduce
chemical constituents that may adversely affect biological wastewater
treatment processes and subsequent recycled water quality. California
requires implementation of industrial source control programs to limit the
input of chemical constituents that may adversely affect biological treatment
processes and subsequent acceptability of the water for specific uses.

m  Assurance of treatment reliability is an obvious yet sometimes overlooked
quality control measure.

m  Distribution system design and operation is important to ensure that the
recycled water is not degraded before use and not subject to misuse.

m  Open storage may result in water quality degradation by microorganisms,
algae, or particulate matter, and may cause objectionable odor or color in the
recycled water.

Making recycled water suitable and safe for reuse applications is achieved by
eliminating or reducing the concentrations of microbial and chemical constituents
of concern through wastewater treatment and/or by limiting public or worker
exposure to the water via design and operational controls.

Toxic and Microbial Constituents. The presence of toxic chemicals and
microbial pathogens in wastewater creates the potential for adverse health effects
where there is contact, inhalation, or ingestion of chemical or microbiological
constituents of health concern. The principal infectious agents that may be found
in raw municipal wastewater can be classified into three broad groups: bacteria,
parasites (protozoa and helminths), and viruses. However, notwithstanding the
potential transmission of infectious disease by such pathogenic agents and
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excluding the use of raw sewage or primary effluent on sewage farms in the late
19th century, the U.S. has never had a confirmed case of infectious disease
resulting from recycled water use.

Organic Constituents. Health effects related to the presence of organic
constituents are of primary concern with regard to potable reuse. Both organic
and inorganic constituents must be considered for recycled water that is used for
food crop irrigation, where recycled water—from irrigation or other beneficial
uses—reaches potable groundwater supplies, or where organics may
bioaccumulate in the food chain, e.g., in fish-rearing ponds. The effect of
organic constituents in recycled water used for crop irrigation may warrant
attention if industrial wastes contribute a significant fraction to the wastewater.

Chemical Constituents and Physical Parameters. The chemical constituents
potentially present in municipal wastewater generally are not a major health
concern for urban uses of recycled water but may affect the acceptability of the
water for uses such as food crop irrigation, industrial applications, and indirect
potable reuse. Chemical constituents may be of concern when recycled water
percolates into potable groundwater aquifers because of irrigation, groundwater
recharge, or other uses. Effects of physical parameters—e.g., pH, color,
temperature, and particulate matter—and chemical constituents—e.g., chlorides,
sodium, and heavy metals—are well known, and recommended limits have been
established for many constituents.

Inorganic Constituents

Inorganic constituents that are found in surface and groundwater waters in the
Santa Ana River watershed include TDS, inorganic nitrogen, phosphorous,
aluminum, arsenic, chloride, fluoride, iron, manganese, perchlorate, and sulfate.
All of these occur naturally in groundwater, but some of them are exacerbated by
human activities. Indeed, water quality degradation from high concentrations of
TDS and nitrogen is the most significant regional water quality problem in the
Santa Ana River watershed, as a result of human activities. This problem is
especially true in the Chino and Upper Santa Ana WMAs (Santa Ana RWQCB
2004Db) because of local land uses within their boundaries and other downstream
WMAs. Water quality decreases in the Santa Ana River with distance from the
mountains, showing increasing levels of TDS, TIN, and other nutrients with
increasing distance from headwaters. Historically, the Santa Ana River likely
flowed during most of the year, recharging deep alluvial groundwater basins in
the inland valleys and the coastal plain. However, irrigation projects eventually
led to the diversion of all surface flow in the river, and the quantity of
groundwater recharge diminished greatly. Recently, the Santa Ana River has
become effluent dominated, resulting from discharge from wastewater treatment
plants (e.g., the RWQCP). All of these factors result in a water quality that
generally degrades with distance from the headwaters of the Santa Ana River.
Such increases can pose threats to humans with excessive concentrations
collectively rendering water unfit for drinking, as well as posing threats to the
ecosystem.
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TDS in Surface Water

United States Geologic Survey (USGS) data from a 3-year study ending in
September 2001 indicate that streams on the valley floor below the San Gabriel
Mountains had mean TDS concentrations ranging from approximately 400 to 600
mg/L; the mean concentrations generally increased downstream along the main
stem of the Santa Ana River. Median TDS concentrations from sample
collection sites in tributaries of Reaches 3 and 5 of the Santa Ana River have
measured 410 mg/L and 470 mg/L, respectively. The MWD crossing, in Reach
3, has had median TDS concentration measurements of 560 mg/L. Sample
collection sites at Prado Dam, which is at the upstream terminus of Reach 2, and
at Imperial Highway, which is 11 miles downstream of Prado Dam in Reach 2,
have had median TDS concentration measurements of 600 mg/L and 620 mg/L,
respectively. (USGS 2004b.)

TIN in Surface Water

The USGS data also indicated baseline TIN concentrations in the Santa Ana
River. Median TIN concentrations range from between 4.9 mg/L and 6.7 mg/L
at four locations below the outfall of the uppermost wastewater treatment plant,
and only 4% of the samples collected from sites receiving treated wastewater had
TIN concentrations greater than 10 mg/L, which is well below the EPA limit for
drinking water and Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives. Data from the MWD
crossing data collection station indicate TIN concentrations of 6.7 mg/L, which is
below the EPA TIN limit. Of 23 samples taken in this location, only one was
above the EPA limit for TIN. (USGS 2004b.)

TDS and TIN in Groundwater

Some waters in the Santa Ana River watershed have assimilative capacity for
additions of TDS and/or nitrogen; that is, wastewaters with higher TDS/TIN
concentrations than the receiving waters are diluted sufficiently by natural
processes, including rainfall or recharge, such that the TDS and nitrogen
objectives of the receiving waters are met. The amount of assimilative capacity,
if any, varies widely depending on the individual characteristics of the waterbody
in question.

One of the ways assimilative capacities are assessed is relative to the “maximum
benefit” objectives established for certain management zones. If the current
quality of a management zone is the same as or poorer than the specified water
quality objectives, then that management zone does not have assimilative
capacity. If the current quality is better than the specified water quality
objectives, then that management zone has assimilative capacity. The difference
between the objectives and current quality is the amount of assimilative capacity
available. Table 3A-9 presents the water quality objectives and the current
ambient quality for TDS and nitrate (NO3)-nitrogen, respectively, for each
management zone. This table also lists the TDS and nitrate-nitrogen assimilative
capacity of the management zones, if any. Some of the management zones that
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could be affected by the proposed project have insufficient data to calculate TDS
and/or nitrate-nitrogen water quality objectives, and, therefore, the river’s
assimilative capacity in those zones. For regulatory purposes, such management
zones are assumed to have no assimilative capacity. Dischargers to these
management zones may demonstrate that assimilative capacity for TDS and/or
that nitrate-nitrogen is available. If the Santa Ana RWQCB approves this
demonstration, then the discharger would be regulated accordingly.

Table 3A-9. TDS and TIN Assimilative Capacity

TDS (mg/L) TIN (mg/L)

Water Water

Quality Current Assimilative Quality Current Assimilative

Objective Ambient Capacity Objective Ambient Capacity
Riverside A 560 440 120 6.2 4.4 1.8
Riverside B 290 320 None 7.6 8.0 None
Riverside C 680 760 None 8.3 15.5 None
Riverside D 810 NED None 10.0 NED None
Riverside E 720 720 None 10.0 14.8 None
Riverside F 660 580 80 9.5 9.5 None
Arlington 980 NED None 10.0 NED None
Irvine 910 910 None 5.9 7.4 None
La Habra NED NED None NED NED None
Orange County 580 560 None 34 34 None
Santiago NE NED None NED NED None
Notes:

NED = Not enough data (fewer than 3 data points for a given well or not enough wells to develop meaningful contours of
water quality statistics)

Source: Santa Ana RWQCB 2004b.

Assimilative capacity is significant from a regulatory perspective. If there is
assimilative capacity in the receiving waters for TDS, nitrogen, or other
constituents, a waste discharge may be of poorer quality than the objectives for
these constituents for the receiving waters as long as the discharge does not cause
violation of the objectives and provided that antidegradation requirements are
met. However, if there is no assimilative capacity in the receiving waters such as
the management zones identified in Table 3A-9, the numerical limits in the
discharge requirements cannot exceed the receiving water objectives, or the
degradation process would be accelerated.
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If a discharger proposes to discharge wastes that are at or below—i.e., better
than—the current ambient TDS and/or nitrogen water quality, then the discharge
will not be expected to result in the lowering of water quality, and no
antidegradation analysis will be required; TDS and nitrogen objectives are
expected to be met. Such discharges clearly implement the Santa Ana River
Basin Plan and the Santa Ana RWQCB can permit them to proceed. Of course,
other pertinent requirements such as those of CEQA must also be satisfied. For
groundwater management zones, current ambient quality is as defined in Table
3A-3 and Table 3A-4, or alternatively as these tables may be revised (through the
Santa Ana River Basin Plan amendment process) pursuant to the detailed
monitoring program to be conducted by dischargers in the watershed.

If a discharger proposes to discharge wastes that exceed the current ambient TDS
and/or nitrogen quality, then the Santa Ana RWQCB will require the discharger
to conduct an appropriate antidegradation analysis. The purpose of this analysis
will be to demonstrate whether and to what extent the proposed discharge would
result in a lowering of ambient water quality in affected receiving waters. That
is, to what extent, if any, would the discharge use available assimilative capacity.
If the discharger demonstrates that no lowering of water quality would occur,
then antidegradation requirements will be met and water quality objectives will
be achieved; the Santa Ana RWQCB can permit such discharges to proceed. If
the analysis indicates that a lowering of current ambient water quality would
occur—other than on a minor or temporally or spatially limited basis—then the
discharger must demonstrate that:

1. beneficial uses would continue to be protected and the established water
quality objectives would be met,

2. the resultant water quality would be consistent with maximum benefit to the
people of California, and

3. Dest practicable treatment or control has been implemented.

Best practical treatment or control means levels that can be achieved using best
efforts and reasonable control methods. For affected receiving waters, the
discharger must estimate the amount of assimilative capacity that would be used
by the discharger. The Santa Ana RWQCB would employ discretion in
determining the amount of assimilative capacity that would be allocated to the
discharger. Rather than allocating assimilative capacity, the Santa Ana Regional
Board may require the discharger to mitigate or offset discharges that would
result in the lowering of water quality.

Volatile Organic Compounds and Other Synthetic
Compounds

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are a class of chemicals that have important
properties in common: They evaporate or vaporize readily (volatile), and they
contain carbon (organic). They may have a variety of harmful health effects,
especially at high levels of exposure when they can cause central nervous system
depression and birth defects. The EPA estimates that VOCs are present in one-
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fifth of the nation's water supplies (North Carolina Cooperative Extension
Service 1996).

VOCs can enter groundwater from a variety of sources. Benzene, for example,
may enter groundwater from gasoline or oil spills on the ground surface or from
leaking underground fuel tanks. Other examples of commonly detected VOCs
are dichloromethane (methylene chloride), an industrial solvent;
trichloroethylene, used in septic system cleaners; and tetrachloroethylene
(perchloroethylene), used in the dry-cleaning industry (North Carolina
Cooperative Extension Service 1996).

Trihalomethane (THM) is one of a family of organic compounds—composed of
chloroform, dibromochloromethane, bromodichloromethane, and bromoform—
so-named as a derivative of methane. THMs are generally byproducts of
chlorination of drinking water that contains organic material. A recent California
study suggests a link between miscarriages and THMs. The EPA currently
regulates trihalomethanes by imposing a maximum allowable level in drinking
water of 100 parts-per-billion on the average. To reduce potential exposure, the
EPA has proposed to lower that level in the future to an average of 80 parts-per-
billion. Women in the early stage of pregnancy may wish to consult their
physicians for advice. However, health officials who reviewed the THM study
agreed that in general they would not advise someone in early pregnancy to stop
drinking water from public supplies (New England Water Works Association
2004).

A synthetic compound that is not a VOC but is also of concern with respect to its
production during the wastewater treatment process is a specific synthetic
compound called N-nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA). NDMA is formed during
disinfection of wastewater appearing to form as a result of several different
reactions that are thought to occur in the chlorine contact phase when treatment
plants use chloramines instead of other species of chlorine. NDMA causes
cancer in laboratory animals. It is reasonably anticipated to be a human
carcinogen, and is classified as a probable human carcinogen. In 1987, NDMA
was added to the list of chemicals known to the state to cause cancer. The
California DHS has an action level of 0.01 (California DHS 2003).

Existing Wastewater and Recycled Water System

Although the City’s Recycled Water Master Plan indicates that the treatment
capacity of the RWQCP has been planned to expand to 67,900 afy, the existing
facilities have a processing and permitted capacity of 45,300 afy. The plant
currently produces about 36,200 afy of treated wastewater on an annual average
basis (Parsons 2003), of which between 17,000 and 23,000 afy are discharged
directly into the Santa Ana River and between 11,000 and 23,000 afy are
discharged into the Hidden Valley Wildlife Area Wetlands (HVWA Wetlands),
which is a natural denitrifier and reduces the concentration of TIN in RWQCP-
produced wastewater before it enters the Santa Ana River.
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At present, the City operates a small recycled water system, composed of 8-inch
and 12-inch diameter distribution mains that supply approximately 290 afy of
recycled water to the Van Buren Golf Center, Van Buren Urban Forest, and Toro
Manufacturing Company, and has existing recycled water pipelines in Van Buren
Boulevard and Doolittle Avenue.

RWQCP Effluent Quality

The RWQCP produces effluent that consistently exceeds the Title 22
requirements. As stated above, the final effluent is being used for water
recycling, limited to a few instances. Tables 3A-10 through 3A-13 summarize
the major effluent quality parameters.

Table 3A-10. Potable Water—Weighted Average Constituent Concentrations

12-Month Average Data 1-Month Average Data
Potable Water Effluent

Date TDS TDS Increment TDS Cl SO, HARD Na NO; B

01/01 331 531 200 322 30 541 176 37 205 0.084
02/01 332 524 192 340 33 564 187 40 22.6 0.083
03/01 332 518 186 327 32 554 179 39 204 0.083
04/01 329 515 186 317 29 56.6 179 38 204 0.078
05/01 330 515 185 328 30 541 189 40  23.0 0.080
06/01 329 516 186 326 31 532 188 38 233  0.085
07/01 329 513 184 326 31 529 187 39 235  0.079
08/01 329 518 189 328 31 534 190 39 238 0.078
09/01 329 521 192 332 31 546 189 39 231 0.078
10/01 330 524 194 334 31 542 189 39 232  0.077
11/01 330 527 197 328 30 573 183 39 215 0.081
12/01 328 532 204 332 32 57.8 185 41 203 0.082

Source: Parsons 2003.
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Table 3A-11. RWQCP Effluent Monitoring Part |

12-Month
12-Month 12-Month Average Average Emission
Average Limit  12-Month Number Emission Rate Limit = Rate Value
Constituent (mg/L) Average (mg/L)  Expected  (pounds [Ibs]/day) (Ibs/day)
Total Filterable 650 531 0 216,840 140,629
Residue
Total Hardness 275 207 0 91,740 54,797
Chloride 140 88 0 46,704 23,342
Sodium 110 91 0 36,696 24,370
Sulfate 125 85 0 41,700 21,718
Boron 0.75 0.4 0 250 103
Fluoride 1 0.4 0 334 121
Barium 1 0.02 0 334 6
Iron 0.3 <0.10 0 100 <27
Manganese 0.05 <0.02 0 17 <5
Total Inorganic 13 10.1 0 5,004 2,690
Nitrogen
Source: Parsons 2003.
Table 3A-12. Effluent Monitoring on January 16, 2001

Sample Date Monthly Average (mg/L) Daily Max (mg/L) Sample Type

Total Organic Carbon 01/16/2001 7.7 - Comp
Carbonate 01/16/2001 0 - Comp
Bicarbonate 01/16/2001 150 - Comp
Calcium — — 64 Comp
Magnesium - - 11.7 Comp
Specific Condition in Continuous 928 952 Continuous
umhos/cm

Ammonia Nitrogen - 0.2 Limit=5.0mg/L  Grab

monthly average

Source: Parsons 2003

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 3A-30
J&S 04344.04



Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3A. Water Resources

Table 3A-13. Influent Monitoring on January 16, 2001

Monthly Daily

Average Maximum  Daily Minimum
Ammonia Nitrogen (mg/L) - 28.1 -
Total Inorganic Nitrogen (mg/L) — 273 -
TDS (mg/L) 579 - -
Specific Conductivity (umhos/cm) 1163 1242 -
pH (standard units) - 8.92 6.13

TDSI/TIN Taskforce Measurements of Effluent

The concentrations of TDS and TIN in treated wastewater discharge from the
RWQCP averaged 550 mg/L and 11.58 mg/L, respectively, between the years of
1998 and 2001. TDS and TIN concentrations in the portion of the reclaimed
wastewater that was discharged into the HVWA Wetlands averaged 575 mg/L
and 5.91 mg/L, respectively. The reduction in TIN is appreciable, being reduced
to 50% of the concentration present in discharge flowing directly into the Santa
Ana River from the RWQCP. (Malone pers. comm.)

Impacts and Mitigation

This section describes the proposed project’s impacts relating to hydrology and
water quality. First, it describes the methods used to determine the proposed
project’s impacts and lists the thresholds used to conclude whether an impact
would be significant. Mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce,
eliminate, or compensate for significant impacts immediately follow each impact
discussion, as necessary.

Assumptions

Because implementation of the recycled water program in the City’s Recycled
Water Master Plan will require site-specific planning and would occur over
several years, the following assumptions were made regarding the final planning
and phasing of the recycled water system and the duration of the proposed
project’s effects:

1. Based on the conceptual design in the Master Plan, the Phase I Expansion
would serve already-developed areas of the City and Jurupa Community
Service District. Approximately 47,026 linear feet of core system pipeline,
in addition to an unknown amount of lateral distribution pipeline, would be
installed. No new storage facilities or pumping stations would be needed to
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implement Phase I. Phase I also could be built as a stand-alone system (i.e.,
the rest of the core system would not be built).

2. Based on the conceptual design in the Master Plan, the Core Distribution
System would serve already-developed and new communities within the
City, its sphere of influence, and the Jurupa Area Plan. Except for Phase I,
the phasing of the entire core system is not specified in the Master Plan. For
purposes of this PEIR, it is assumed that the system would be built over a 20-
year period. Approximately 272,000 linear feet of pipeline (plus an
unknown amount of lateral distribution pipeline), three storage facilities, and
seven booster pumping stations would be needed for a 21,400-afy-capacity
system.

3. The Agricultural Use System would be designed to deliver up to 21,000 afy
of recycled water for wide-scale agricultural use in the Project Area. The
delivery system would likely include a combination of canals and pipelines.
For purposes of this PEIR, it is assumed that the Agricultural Use System
would connect with the Core Distribution System for its supply of recycled
water.

4. The amount of treated effluent diverted to the recycled water system would
increase incrementally over a 20-year period and would reach 41,400 afy
(which is the full amount of the requested appropriation of water rights) by
2025. Under this assumption, the Core Distribution System and Agricultural
Use System would be completed by 2025, and approximately 41,400 afy of
recycled water would be used in the project area. Table 3A-14 presents the
projected levels of recycled water diversion/use.

5. The amount of treated effluent discharged into the Santa Ana River would
gradually decrease over the same 20-year period but would never drop below
25,000 afy (see Table 3A-14). The permitted wastewater treatment capacity
of the RWQCP would need to be increased, and the facility itself would
likely require expansion to treat 67,400 afy of wastewater.

6. Our analysis assumes base-line flow conditions in all calculations. Future
flows may be subject to change based on the SWRCB’s accepting
appropriation applications, upstream discharges, and upstream withdraws.
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Table 3A-14. Estimated Amount of Recycled Water Diverted and Effluent Discharged from Riverside
Regional Water Quality Control Plant from 2000 through 2050 (in acre-feet per year)

2000 2005 2010 2015

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

Diverted to
Recycled
Water
System

300 2,270 11,000 21,000

Discharged
into Santa
Ana River

Total 36,300 42,000 48,000 54,000

36,000 39,730 37,000 33,000

Source: Riverside Public Utilities Department (2004).

31,000 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400

29,000 25,000 26,000 26,000 26,000 26,000 26,000

60,000 66,400 67,400 67,400 67,400 67,400 67,400

Methodology

The evaluation of effects on hydrology and water quality is based on professional
standards and the conclusions of technical reports prepared for the proposed
project. The key effects were identified and evaluated based on the physical
characteristics of the project study area and the magnitude, intensity, and
duration of activities. It is assumed that the City would conform to relevant
building standards, grading permit requirements, and erosion control
requirements.

Significance Criteria

For the purposes of this analysis, an impact pertaining to hydrology and water
quality was considered significant if it would result in any of the following,
which are based on professional practice and Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.):

m substantial alteration in the quantity or quality of surface runoff;

m substantial degradation of water quality;

m  violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;

m substantial reduction in groundwater quantity or quality;

m  creation of or contribution to runoff that would exceed the capacity of an
existing or planned stormwater management system;

m substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site area, such
that flood risk and/or erosion and siltation potential would increase;

m  placement of structures that would impede or redirect floodflows within a
100-year floodplain; or

m  exposure of people, structures, or facilities to significant risk from flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.
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Impact Analysis

Table 3A-15. Summary List of Impacts and Level of Significance

Section 3A. Water Resources

In the analysis, three categories of impacts as evaluated:

m  water quality impacts (WR-IMP-1)

B impacts to surface water and groundwater flows (WR-IMP-2)

m  flood control impacts (WR-IMP-3)

Table 3A-15 lists the potential impacts and their level of significance (potentially
significant impacts are highlighted in bold). Mitigation measures for significant
impacts are identified in the analysis of individual effects and described in detail

in “Mitigation for Significant Impacts.”

Impact ID

Type of Impact

Level of Impact

Water Quality

WR-IMP-1A

WR-IMP-1B

WR-IMP-1C

WR-IMP-1D

WR-IMP-1E

WR-IMP-1F

Decreased surface water quality from
construction of all project components

Decreased water quality from construction
below the water table

Decreased groundwater and surface water
quality from wastewater collection pipeline
rupture or facility rupture

Decreased water quality from discharge of
recycled water to surface water bodies

Degradation of surface water or groundwater
quality from use of recycled water

Risk to human health as a result of use and/or
exposure to the treated and disinfected
recycled water

Potentially significant (less than
significant with mitigation incorporated)

Potentially significant (less than
significant with mitigation incorporated)

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Surface and Groundwater Flow

WR-IMP-2A Changes in the flow of the Santa Ana River Less than significant
from diversion of 21.3 cfs (15,400 afy)

WR-IMP-2B Changes in groundwater table from use of Less than significant
recycled water

Flood Control

WR-IMP-CA Construction in flood zone Less than significant
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WR-IMP-1: Water Quality

WR-IMP-1A: Construction of Project Components

Construction, operation, and maintenance of the Phase I Expansion would occur
primarily in already-developed areas of the City and Jurupa Community Service
Districts. Construction-related earth-disturbing activities related to all project
components could cause soil erosion and sedimentation to local waterways.

Construction of pipelines for the core distribution and agriculture system and any
facility expansions and pump stations would require heavy equipment such as
earth-moving devices. Such machines have potential to leak hazardous materials
that may include oil and gasoline. It is expected that the City or its contractors
will use standard containment and handling protocols to ensure that these
vehicles do not leak any material that might harm the quality of local surface or
groundwater. In addition, improper use of fuels, oils, and other construction-
related hazardous materials, such as pipe sealant, may also pose a threat to
surface water or groundwater quality.

In addition, some locations may require jack-and-bore technology to install
pipelines beneath waterways, or other structures. The microtunneling process
may use a mixture of bentonite (an inert clay) and petroleum as a lubricant for
the drilling mechanism. Drilling near the ground surface or close to the bed of a
surface water body introduces the potential for an unplanned “frac-out,” in which
the pressure of the bentonite or other drilling lubricant generates a surface
rupture, causing a release of bentonite to the ground surface or water column.
Although bentonite is not toxic, it can smother habitat and increase turbidity and
suspended sediments in the water column.

Although there would be no construction activities in creek bed or drainage
channel that would result in direct temporary or permanent fill to the waterways,
construction activities could result in indirect sedimentation, erosion, or
inadvertent disruption of the area around the concrete structure.

These impacts are considered potentially significant. Implementation of
mitigation measures WR-MM-1A-1 to WR-MM-1A-3 would reduce these
impacts to a less-than-significant level. WR-MM-1A-1 is: Implement
requirements of the NPDES General Construction Permit. WR-MM-1A-2 is:
Implement a spill prevention, control, and countermeasure program. WR-MM-
1A-3 is: Prepare a frac-out contingency plan for any jack-and-bore construction
activities.

WR-IMP-1B: Construction below Water Table

Trenching and excavation activities associated with any pipe construction could
reach a depth that can expose the water table, through which it would
immediately and directly become available for contaminants to enter the
groundwater system. Primary construction-related contaminants that could reach
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groundwater would include sediment, oil and grease, and hazardous materials. In
addition, discharge of construction-related dewatering effluent could result in the
release of contaminants to surface water or groundwater.

These impacts are considered potentially significant. Implementation of
mitigation measures WR-MM-1A-1, WR-MM-1A-2, and WR-MM-1B-1 would
reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. WR-MM-1A-1 is:
Implement requirements of the NPDES General Construction Permit. WR-MM-
1A-2 is: Implement a spill prevention, control, and countermeasure program.
WR-MM-1B-1 is: Implement provisions for dewatering.

WR-IMP-1C: Pipeline or Facility Rupture

In the event of a pipeline or facility rupture resulting from exceedances of
pipeline or tank capacity; improper design, installation, or maintenance; seismic
activity; or other catastrophic events, water quality could be negatively impacted
by increased erosion, sediment, or discharge of any contaminants contained in
the water released from the pipeline (e.g., sewage from influent pipelines). To
minimize adverse water quality impacts in the event of an upset, shut-off valves
would be installed. Further, the pipeline would be designed and engineered with
sufficient capacity to accommodate anticipated peak flows, reducing the potential
for pipeline rupture to below a level of significance. Finally, the pipeline would
be designed to relevant seismic and other standards to avoid potential for pipeline
rupture from seismic activity or other geologic hazards. No further mitigation is
required.

WR-IMP-1D: Discharge to Surface Water

Treatment technologies involved in the proposed project will be the same as
pre-project conditions. The total treated effluent that will be discharged into the
Santa Ana River will be less than the amount that is currently discharged.
Although there may be residual contaminants in the effluent, the reduced quantity
of discharge could indirectly improve surface water quality.

Impacts will be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

WR-IMP-1E: Water Quality Degradation

With the proposed treatment, inorganic constituents would be similar to current
effluent discharges from the RWQCP, the biological oxygen demand (BOD), and
total suspended solids (TSS) less than 10 mg/L, the turbidity less than 2 mg/L,
and the coliform count less than 2.2 most probable number (MPN) per 100
milliliters (ml) after disinfection. Also, all requirements for CCR, Title 22,
Division 4, would be met for the use of disinfected tertiary recycled water.
However, recycled water may contain TDS, nitrates, and other constituents that
would degrade water quality if irrigation application resulted in runoff that could
reach surface water or groundwater.
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Much of the Riverside RWQCP-treated effluent is polished through the Hidden
Valley Wetlands Enhancement Project prior to its confluence with the Santa Ana
River. Typical nitrate concentrations average around the 20 mg/L. As a result of
the wetland polishing, nitrate levels are reduced by approximately 50% (City of
Riverside 2003).

As part of the project, the City will ensure that all entities involved in distribution
and in use of its recycled water will perform their activities in accordance with all
applicable rules and regulations governing implementation of a recycled water
program. To accomplish this, the City will need to provide a recycled water use
ordinance and recycled water system construction and user standards. This
requirement will include the provision of inspection contractors by the City to
enforce the standards and ordinance and to implement a cross-connection control
program. These documents will cover all of the design, construction, operations,
and maintenance of the recycled water distribution system and use areas, as well
as use area control measures. Specifically, the documents will meet all the
requirements of applicable state laws, including the following, as compiled in the
June 2001 edition of California Health Laws Related to Recycled Water— “The
Purple Book” (California DHS 2001):

m  Health and Safety Code, Division 104, Part 12, Chapter 5, Article 2 (Cross-
Connection Control by Water Users), Sections 116800—116820;

m  CCR, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 3 (Water Recycling Criteria), Sections
60303-60310; and

m  CCR, Title 17, Division 1, Chapter 5, Group 4 (Sanitation
[Environmental[/Drinking Water Supplies), Sections 7583-7586 and 7601—
7605.

The City has the authority to implement and enforce the recycled water standards
and ordinance.

In addition, users of recycled water will be limited to applications of recycled
water at the agronomic rate, such that applications would not exceed the
evapotranspiration rate of the crops under irrigation (i.e., all applied reclaimed
water would be taken up by the irrigated plants with no excess runoff).
Therefore, there is no potential for surface runoff or deep percolation to
groundwater.

This impact is considered less than significant. No mitigation is required.

WR-IMP-1F: Human Health Risk from Use/Exposure to
Recycled Water

Only treatment processes accepted by the California DHS, as listed in the
Treatment Technology Report for Recycled Water (California DHS 2003), would
be used during wastewater treatment. These treatment processes include influent
screening, grit removal, biological treatment, filtration, and disinfection. The
City would ensure that all entities involved in distribution and use of its recycled
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water perform their activities in accordance with all applicable rules and
regulations governing implementation of a recycled water program. To
accomplish this, the City is developing a recycled water use ordinance and
recycled water system construction and user standards. As a result, the general
public will have access to the information contained in these two documents.
Therefore, there is no significant health risk involved in the proposed project.

This impact is considered less than significant. No mitigation is required.

WR-IMP-2: Surface Water and Groundwater Flows

WR-IMP-2A: Change in Santa Ana River Flow

A detailed analysis was done using data from USGS station 11066460 at MWD
crossing located approximately 0.25 mile upstream of the Riverside RWQCP
outfall. Recent years (1998-2002) were used in the analysis to ensure most
accurate results for two reasons. First, the Santa Ana River flow record has
increased in more recent years (see Table 3A-8) because of growing population
demands resulting in more treated effluent discharged to the watershed and
because of increased amounts of impervious surfaces from urbanization. Second,
using more recent years in this analysis ensures that historical Riverside RWQCP
records are consistent with current conditions.

Currently the City discharges 36,000 afy to the Santa Ana River. As a result of
the proposed recycled water project, by the year 2050, the City will direct 41,400
afy (see Table 3A-14) to its recycled water system, and will reduce its discharge
to the Santa Ana River to 26,000 afy. Accordingly, the net loss of flow to the
Santa Ana River upon buildout of the proposed project would be the difference
between 41,400 afy and 26,000 afy, which equals 15,400 afy (21.3 cfs). Current
flow data (1998-2002) indicates that a 15,400 afy (21.3 cfs) loss would range
from 12% to 17% (percent loss equals withdraw/existing flow * 100) of the flow
within Reach 3 of the Santa Ana River during dry seasons (June—September) (see
Figures 3A-2 through 3A-6, and Table 3A-16 below).

Table 3A-16. Projected Loss of Santa Ana River Flow Resulting from Project
Buildout (during dry seasons, June—September)

Year 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Percentage 12.2% 14.4% 17.0% 17.2% 16.4%
Notes:

Calculations based on base-line flow conditions and future loss of 15,400 afy (21.3 cfs). Based on
USGS gage 11066460, Santa Ana River at MWD Crossing.

Figure 3A-2 shows the real-time flow (light blue) of the Santa Ana River at the
MWD crossing for 1998 just upstream of the outfall. The red line represents
current flow downstream of the outfall, which was calculated based on upstream
flow (at the MWD crossing) plus the discharge. The future flow (dark blue line)
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Santa Ana River at MWD Crossing Flow, 2002
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Figure 3A-6: Shows 2002 Santa Ana River Flow (cfs) at MWD Crossing Compared to Calculated

Future Flow and City of Riverside Discharges.




Santa Ana River at MWD Crossing Flow, 1998
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Figure 3A-2: 1998 Santa Ana River Flow (cfs) at MWD Crossing Compared to Calculated Future Flow
and City of Riverside Discharges.
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Santa Ana River at MWD Crossing Flow, 1999
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Figure 3A-3: 1999 Santa Ana River Flow (cfs) at MWD Crossing Compared to Calculated Future Flow
and City of Riverside Discharges




Santa Ana River at MWD Crossing Flow, 2000
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Figure 3A-4: 2000 Santa Ana River Flow (cfs) at MWD Crossing Compared to Calculated Future Flow
and City of Riverside Discharges



Santa Ana River at MWD Crossing Flow, 2001
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Figure 3A-5: 2001 Santa Ana River Flow (cfs) at MWD Crossing Compared to Calculated Future Flow
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3A. Water Resources

was calculated by using the upstream flow (at the MWD crossing) and the future
discharge (26,000 afy), and then subtracting the loss of flow (15,400 afy or 21.3
cfs). The 1997-1998 water year was considered a very wet year. During wet
years, the 15,400-afy (21.3-cf5s) loss as a result of the proposed project is a much
smaller fraction of the total flow even through the dry season (June—September).
The flow change is represented by the difference between the future flow (dark
blue line), and the existing downstream flow (red line).

Figure 3A-3 shows the real-time flow (light blue) of the Santa Ana River at the
MWD crossing for 1999. The 1998—-1999 water year was considered a
significantly dryer year than the 1997-1998 water year. During dry years, the
15,400-afy (21.3-cfs) loss as a result of the proposed project can be equal to a
larger fraction of the total flow during the dry seasons (June—September). With
the exception of the spike in flow during July 1999, dry season future flow
staggered around the 125 to 150 cfs. A 21.3 cfs (15,400 afy) loss could be as
much as 17% (21.3 cfs/125 cfs * 100) of the flow during dry seasons (see Table
3A-16). In addition, Figures 3A-4 through 3A-6 also represent similar water
years as 1999. Thus, similar dry season flow conditions occur for these years as
well.

As previously described, the City (application WA 31372) has requested an
appropriation of 41,400 afy from the Santa Ana River. Table 3A-17 identifies
the total percentage of Santa Ana River flows from 1998 to 2002 that would have
been appropriated by the quantity sought in the City’s application.

The year 2002 showed the worst-case scenario (from 1990 to 2003, but other
data are not shown) where the appropriation would have been equal to
approximately 2.41% (41,400 afy/1,715,654 afy * 100) of the watershed for the
entire year. However, it is important to note that overall, 2002 was a very dry
year in comparison to other years. The year 1998 was a very wet year, and the
total appropriation would have been equal to only 0.1% (41,400 afy/40,136,559
afy * 100) of the river.

During the worst-case scenario year of 2002, the City’s requested appropriation
of 41,400 afy would leave approximately 1,674,254 afy of flow in Reach 3 of the
Santa Ana River for the entire year. The projected 15,400-afy reduction at
project buildout would be equal to only 0.9% of the total river flow. Based on
this analysis, a 0.9% loss in flow is considered to be a less-than-significant
impact in terms of hydrology and water quality. In the event of increased
urbanization east of Riverside, additional runoff and increased water levels in the
Santa Ana River would even further reduce the project’s potential impacts on
total river flow.

In addition, existing hydrologic conditions are subject to change pending
upstream dischargers planned recycled water programs. The City’s application
for appropriation of the Santa Ana River is one of several under consideration at
the SWRCB. The potential cumulative impacts to Santa Ana River flows from
approval of these applications are addressed in Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impact
Analysis.”
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3A. Water Resources

WR-IMP-2B: Change in Groundwater Table

According to California DHS standards, recycled water will not be used to
supply any groundwater recharge ponds, stormwater detention/retention
facilities, or any other facilities designed for groundwater recharge. Therefore,
there is no potential for recycled water to be used for groundwater recharge.

This impact is considered less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Table 3A-17. Total Santa Ana River Flow Compared to City’s Requested Appropriation.

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Total River Flow (afy) 40,136,559 3,679,866 4,163,820 2,720,434 1,715,654
City’s Requested Appropriation
Acre Feet Per Year 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400
% of River Flow 0.10 1.13 0.99 1.52 2.41
Loss of Flow at Project Buildout
Acre Feet Per Year 15,400 15,400 15,400 15,400 15,400
% of River Flow 0.04 0.42 0.37 0.57 0.90

Notes:
Appropriations are based on data from City Application to Appropriate Santa Ana River (2004).
Total river flow is based on USGS gage 11066460, Santa Ana River at MWD Crossing.

WR-IMP-3: Flood Control

Impact WR-3A

Portions of the project area are located within the 100-year floodplain as defined
by FEMA'’s Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). Historically, flooding has
occurred in the project area. The RWQCP is located in Zone A25, which is
defined as an area of 100-year flood where base elevations and flood hazards
have been determined. The distribution system is located in Zone C, which is
defined as areas of minimal flooding.

Three major flood control dams, all constructed by the Corps, are located in the
upper Santa Ana River Basin: Seven Oaks Dam, Prado Dam, and San Antonio
Dam. Other flood control improvements include channelization, debris basins,
storm drains, levees, stone and wire-mesh fencing, and local walls along the
banks of stream channels. All of these structures are designed to standards to
prevent 100-year flooding.

Potential impacts related to flooding would be less than significant. No
mitigation is required.
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Mitigation for Significant Impacts

WR-MM-1A-1: Implement NPDES Permit Requirements

To reduce or eliminate construction-related water quality effects, before onset of
any construction activities, the City or its contractor will obtain coverage under
the NPDES general construction permit. The City will be responsible for
ensuring that construction activities comply with the conditions in this permit,
which will require development of a SWPPP, implementation of BMPs identified
in the SWPPP, and monitoring to ensure that effects on water quality are
minimized. Constituents to be monitored will be included in the permit along
with each constituent’s limitations. Monitoring results will need to conclude that
the constituents’ limitations are being met as required by the NPDES permit.
Meeting the water quality requirements of the NPDES permit would help reduce
this impact to a less—than-significant level.

As part of this process, the City will implement multiple erosion and sediment
control BMPs in areas with potential to drain to surface water. These BMPs will
be selected to achieve maximum sediment removal and represent the best
available technology that is economically achievable. BMPs to be implemented
as part of this mitigation measure may include the following.

®  Temporary erosion control measures (e.g., silt fences, staked straw
bales/wattles, silt/sediment basins and traps, check dams, geofabric, sandbag
dikes, and temporary revegetation or other ground cover) will be employed
to control erosion from disturbed areas.

®  Drainage facilities in downstream offsite areas will be protected from
sediment using BMPs acceptable to the City and the Santa Ana RWQCB.

m  Grass or other vegetative cover will be established on the construction site as
soon as possible after disturbance.

Construction of the proposed recycled water facilities may require an
encroachment permit from the Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District for activities within the district’s right-of-way, easements,
or facilities. The district’s Master Drainage Plans will (when fully implemented)
be intended to provide adequate drainage outlets and relieve Riverside County of
serious drainage problems.

Final selection of BMPs will be subject to review by the City. The City will
verify that an NOI and SWPPP have been filed before allowing construction to
begin. The City or its agent will perform routine inspections of the construction
area to verify that the BMPs specified in the SWPPP are properly implemented
and maintained. The City will notify its contractors immediately if there is a
noncompliance issue and will then require compliance.
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WR-MM-1A-2: Implement Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure Program

The City or its contractor will develop and implement a spill prevention, control,
and countermeasure program (SPCCP) to minimize the potential for and effects
from spills of hazardous, toxic, or petroleum substances during construction
activities for all contractors. The SPCCP will be completed before any
construction activities begin. Implementation of this measure will comply with
state and federal water quality regulations.

The City will review and approve the SPCCP before onset of construction
activities. The City will routinely inspect the construction area to verify that the
measures specified in the SPCCP are properly implemented and maintained. The
City will notify its contractors immediately if there is a noncompliance issue and
will then require compliance.

The federal reportable spill quantity for petroleum products, as defined in the 40
CFR 110, is any oil spill that:

m violates applicable water quality standards,

®m causes a film or sheen on or discoloration of the water surface or adjoining
shoreline, or

m causes a sludge or emulsion to be deposited beneath the surface of the water
or adjoining shorelines.

If a spill is reportable, the contractor’s superintendent will notify the City, and
the City will take action to contact the appropriate safety and clean-up crews to
ensure that the SPCCP is followed. A written description of reportable releases
must be submitted to the Santa Ana RWQCB. This submittal must contain a
description of the release, including the type of material and an estimate of the
amount spilled, the date of the release, an explanation of why the spill occurred,
and a description of the steps taken to prevent and control future releases. The
releases would be documented on a spill report form.

If an appreciable spill has occurred and results determine that project activities
have adversely affected surface water or groundwater quality, a detailed analysis
will be performed by a registered environmental assessor to identify the likely
cause of contamination. This analysis will conform to American Society for
Testing and Materials standards, and will include recommendations for reducing
or eliminating the source or mechanisms of contamination. Based on this
analysis, the City and its contractors will select and implement measures to
control contamination, with a performance standard that groundwater quality
must be returned to baseline conditions. These measures will be subject to
approval by the City.
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WR-MM-1A-3: Prepare Frac-Out Contingency Plan for
Jack-and-Bore Construction

For jack-and-bore tunneling activities that use drilling lubricants, the City or its
contractor will prepare and implement a frac-out contingency plan that is
intended to minimize the potential for a frac-out associated with tunneling
activities, provide for the timely detection of frac-outs, and ensure an organized,
timely, and “minimum-impact” response in the event of a frac-out and release of
drilling lubricant (i.e., bentonite). The contingency plan will require, at a
minimum, the following measures.

m A full-time monitor will attend all drilling to look for observable frac-out
conditions or lowered pressure readings on drilling equipment.

m [fa frac-out is identified, all work will stop, including the recycling of
drilling lubricant. In the event of a frac-out into water, the pressure of water
above the tunnel will keep excess mud from escaping through the fracture.
The location and extent of the frac-out will be determined, and the frac-out
will be monitored for 4 hours to determine whether the drilling lubricant
congeals (bentonite will usually harden, effectively sealing the frac-out
location).

m  If the drilling lubricant congeals, no other actions will be taken that would
potentially suspend sediments in the water column.

m  Surface releases of bentonite will be allowed to harden and then will be
removed.

m  The contingency plan will identify additional measures to be taken to contain
or remove the drilling lubricant if it does not congeal.

Implementation of the frac-out contingency plan will make impacts less than
significant.

WR-MM-1B-1: Implement Provisions for Dewatering

Before discharging any dewatered effluent to surface water, the City or its
contractors will obtain an NPDES permit and WDRs from the Santa Ana
RWQCB. Depending on the volume and characteristics of the discharge,
coverage under the general construction permit or general dewatering permit is
possible. If it is determined that a general dewatering permit is needed, the
permit will assign effluent and receiving water limitations for required water
quality constituents. As part of the permit, the permittee will design and
implement measures as necessary so that the discharge limits identified in the
relevant permit are met. As a performance standard, these measures will be
selected to achieve maximum sediment removal and represent the best available
technology that is economically achievable. Implemented measures may include
retention of dewatering effluent until particulate matter has settled before it is
discharged, use of infiltration areas, and other BMPs. Final selection of water
quality control measures will be subject to approval by the City.
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The City will verify that coverage under the appropriate NPDES permit has been
obtained before allowing dewatering activities to begin. The City or its agent
will perform routine inspections of the construction area to verify that the water
quality effluent and receiving water limitations are met. The City will notify its
contractors immediately if there is a noncompliance issue and will then require
compliance. If compliance is not achieved, the City may rescind project-related
approvals. Implementation of this mitigation will make impacts less than
significant.
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Section 3B
Biological Resources

This section identifies the biological resources in the project area and examines
the potential effects of the proposed project on those resources. The information
and analysis is organized in three sections: Applicable Regulations, Policies, and
Programs; Environmental Setting; and Impacts and Mitigation. The information
is this section was developed through the review of:

®  Volumes I and II of the WRC MSHCP (Riverside County 2003c);

®  Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIR/EIS) for the WRC MSHCP (Riverside County 2003a);

m  USFWS’s Biological Opinion for the WRC MSHCP (USFWS 2004);
®  Draft Riverside General Plan 2025 (City of Riverside 2004a);

®  Draft PEIR for the Draft Riverside General Plan 2025 (City of Riverside
2004b);

m California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (DFG 2004);

m  California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Plants (CNPS 2004); and

m  existing literature and studies of area resources.

Jones & Stokes conducted a general reconnaissance of biological resources along
Reach 3 of the Santa Ana River in August 2004; no focused surveys were
conducted.

Regulatory Setting

Many of the biological resources in the area potentially affected by the project
are protected and/or regulated by federal, state, and local laws and policies. In
addition, the area includes lands and waters covered by federally and
state-approved conservation programs for listed and other species and their
habitats. The relevant laws, policies, and programs are identified in Table 3B-1.
Additional detail regarding the relevant provisions of the WRC MSHCP is
provided in Table 3B-2 and Figures 3B-1A and 3B-1B. Figure 3B-1A shows the
area covered by the WRC MSHCP and the areas where additional lands will be
conserved. Figure 3B-1B shows the lands that have been added to the reserve
system since approval of the MSHCP in June 2004. The WRC MSHCP is the
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Section 3B. Biological Resources

primary vehicle by which the project will demonstrate compliance with USFWS
and DFG fish and wildlife regulations.

Table 3B-1. Applicable Regulations and Programs

Regulation, Policy, or
Program

Key Provisions

Relevance to Project

Federal

Endangered Species Act
(ESA) (16 USC 153 et

seq.)

Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(16 USC 703-711)

Section 9 prohibits the taking of endangered
species, except as provided under Sections 4,
7, and 10. “Taking” means “to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap,
capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in
any such conduct.”

Section 4(d) allows for the creation of
regulations necessary to provide for the
conservation of threatened species and allows
for Section 9 prohibitions to apply to
threatened species.

Section 7 requires that federal agencies
ensure that their activities will not likely
jeopardize the continued existence of a listed
species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of designated or proposed
critical habitat. Section 7 also requires
federal agencies to confer and consult with
USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NOAA Fisheries), as appropriate,
regarding effects of federal actions on listed
species and critical habitat. As part of the
consultation process, USFWS and NOAA
Fisheries may authorize take of listed species

Section 10(a) allows USFWS and NOAA
Fisheries to authorize take a listed species
that is incidental to otherwise lawful
activities. Approval criteria are specified in
the ESA and federal regulations. Further
guidance is provided in Final Handbook for
Habitat Conservation Planning and
Incidental Take Permitting Process and the
Five-Point Policy (an addendum to the
Handbook).

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act makes it
unlawful to take, possess, buy, sell, purchase,
or barter any migratory bird listed in

50 CFR Part 10. It also requires that project-
related disturbance at active nesting sites be
reduced or eliminated during critical phases
of the nesting cycle.

Section 9 applies to the federally
listed species and designated and
proposed critical habitat in the area
potentially affected by the project.
The project area and the rest of
western Riverside County are
within an area covered by the
WRC MSHCP, which was
approved under Section 10(a).

Protects active nest sites and
nesting birds in areas potentially
affected by the project. The WRC
MSHCEP includes measures to
comply with Migratory Bird Treaty
Act in the project area and other
parts of western Riverside County.
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Riverside Public Utilities Department

Section 3B. Biological Resources

Regulation, Policy, or
Program

Key Provisions

Relevance to Project

Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act
(16 USC 668)

Clean Water Act (CWA)
(33 USD 1252-1376)

Protection of Wetlands
Policy (Executive Order
11990)

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
prohibits, except under specified conditions,
the take, possession, and commerce of bald
or golden eagles. A special permit is
required for any authorized take.

Section 401 requires an applicant to obtain
certification for any activity that may result
in a discharge of a pollutant into waters of
the United States. In California, the
RWQCBs administer Section 401 and play a
role in the review of water quality and
wetlands issues.

Section 404 requires permits for activities
that could discharge fill or dredge materials
or otherwise adversely modify wetlands or
other non-isolated waters of the U.S. The
Corps administers the permitting process.
Permit requirements typically entail impact
avoidance, impact minimization, and
mitigation to ensure no net loss of wetland
acres or values.

This order established a national policy to
avoid adverse impacts on wetlands whenever
there is a practicable alternative. On projects
with federal actions or approvals, impacts
must be identified in the environmental
document, and impact avoidance must be
considered.

Protects bald and golden eagles
and their nests. The WRC
MSHCP includes measures to
comply with the Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act.

The proposed project entails
continued operation and expansion
of a wastewater treatment facility
that currently is permitted to
discharge waters into Reach 3 of
the Santa Ana River. The existing
facility also includes wetlands that
provide treatment of wastewater.

Implementation of the proposed
project may entail federal actions
(e.g., funding).

State

California Endangered
Species Act (CESA)

Natural Community

Conservation Planning Act

CESA is a component of the California Fish
and Game Code. Sections 2080 ef segq.
prohibit the take of state-listed and state
candidate species, except as provided under
Sections 2081, 2080.1, 2081, 2835, and the
Native Plant Protection Act. Section 2080.1
allows DFG to authorize incidental take of
state-listed species covered by an ESA
Section 10(a) permit. Section 2081 allows
DFG to authorize incidental take of state-
listed species.

California Fish and Game Code Sections
2800-2835 provide for the development and
implementation of NCCPs to sustain and
restore habitats and species on an ecosystem
or landscape scale. Section 2835 allows

DFG to authorize incidental take of listed
species covered by approved NCCPs.

CESA applies to the state-listed
and candidate species potentially
affected by the project. The
project area and the rest of western
Riverside County are within the
area covered by the WRC MSHCP,
which is an approved Natural
Community Conservation Plan
(NCCP).

The project area and the rest of
western Riverside County are
within the area covered by the
WRC MSHCP, which is an
approved NCCP.
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Section 3B. Biological Resources

Regulation, Policy, or
Program

Key Provisions

Relevance to Project

Native Plant Protection Act

Streambed Alteration

Protection of Birds

Fully Protected Species

California Fish and Game Code Sections
1900-1913 (Native Plant Protection Act)
prohibits taking of endangered and rare
plants from the wild and requires that DFG
be notified at least 10 days in advance of any
change in land use that would adversely
impact listed plants.

California Fish and Game Code Section 1602
regulates all diversions, obstructions, or
changes to the natural flow or bed, channel,
or bank of any river, stream, or lake in
California that supports wildlife resources.
Any project that would result in an impact on
a river, stream, or lake requires a Streambed
Alteration Agreement with DFG.

California Fish and Game Code Sections
3503 and 3513 provide legal protection for
almost all breeding bird species in California.
These regulations restrict the killing, taking,
collecting, selling, and purchasing of native
bird species or their parts, nests, or eggs.
Certain game bird species are allowed to be
hunted for specific periods.

California Fish and Game Code Sections
3511 and 4700 identify specific birds and
mammals as “fully protected” species, which
prohibits any take of these species. Under
current law, there are not provisions for
authorizing take of fully protected species.

The Native Plant Protection Act
applies to the state-listed plants in
the project area. The project area
and the rest of western Riverside
County are within the area covered
by the WRC MSHCP, which
provisions for listed plants.

The proposed project entails
continued operation and expansion
of a wastewater treatment facility
that currently is permitted to
discharge waters into Reach 3 of
the Santa Ana River. The existing
facility also includes wetlands that
provide treatment of wastewater.

Areas potentially affected by the
project are occupied by native bird
species protected by this
regulation. The project area and
the rest of western Riverside
County are within the area covered
by the WRC MSHCP, which
includes provisions for native bird
species.

Fully protected species occur in
areas potentially affected by the
project. The WRC MSHCP does
not allow for take of fully
protected species but includes
measures to avoid take and
minimize impacts.

Local

WRC MSHCP

City of Riverside Urban
Forest Tree Policy

See Table 3B-2 and Figures 3B-1A and 3B-
1B

Provides guidelines for the preservation and
protection of the City’s tree heritage.

The City and Riverside County are
participating agencies; and the
entire project area is within the
area covered by the plan and its
incidental take permit. Water and
wastewater projects are identified
as covered activities. The plan
specifies conservation goals, pre-
impact planning requirements,
impact mitigation measures, and
related requirements that apply to
the project area.

Design and implementation of
Riverside’s recycled water system
must conform to the policy.
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3B. Biological Resources

Table 3B-2. Provisions of the WRC MSCHP Applicable to the Proposed Project

Component Applicable Provisions and Relevance to Project

Plan Area Plan Area: Area where the WRC MSHCP provisions apply to participating entities. Includes
1.26 million acres in western Riverside County. Includes all of the project area.

Area Plan: Community planning area identified in the Riverside County General Plan and used
for implementation planning in the WRC MSHCP. Plan identifies conservation targets for each
Area Plan. Project area is part of four Area Plans.

Criteria Area: Approximately 310,000 acres within the WRC MSHCP plan area. Divided into
160-acre cells, from which an additional 153,000 acres will be conserved under the WRC
MSHCP. See Figure 3B-1A for Criteria Area cells within the project area.

MSHCP Conservation Area: Area conserved and managed for the species covered by the WRC
MSHCP. Includes approximately 347,000 acres of existing public and quasi-public lands;
approximately 153,000 acres to be added over time. See Figure 3B-1B for acquisitions that
have occurred with the Conservation Area between post-2000 and August 24, 2006

Survey Areas: Areas in and outside the Criteria Area where MSHCP requirements for species
surveys apply. See Figure 3B-1 for designated survey areas in the project area.

Reserve

Assembly Addition of approximately 153,000 acres to the MSHCP Conservation Area will occur over a
25-year period; will occur concurrently with proposed build-out of recycled water system.

Covered

Activities Outside Criteria Area: Public and private development including construction of buildings,

structures, infrastructure, and all alterations of the land, which are carried out by plan
participants. Most of project area is outside of the Criteria Area (see Figure 3B-1).

Inside Criteria Area: Proposals for new or altered land uses by plan participants must be
evaluated for effect on reserve assembly. Allowable uses must comply with plan survey and
impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation requirements. Water and wastewater facilities
identified as future land uses anticipated in the criteria area and in some conservation areas.
The WRC MSHCP provides guidelines for construction and best management practices. Some
portions of the core distribution system and Phase I expansion are within the criteria area.
Lateral distribution systems also may fall with the criteria area.

Within Conservation Area: Limited primarily to reserve management and monitoring activities,
compatible uses identified in the WRC MSHCP, emergency repairs to public infrastructure
facilities and utilities carried out by plan participants, and conditionally compatible uses that
comply with requirements of the WRC MSHCP. Some portions of the core distribution system
may cross existing or future conservation areas.

Project-level
Requirements ~ In and Outside Criteria Area: Habitat assessment must be prepared for review/approval by local

agency with land use authority. Assessments determine location of project and whether other
survey requirements apply. Project area is in and outside the criteria area.

Protection of Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools: Requires mapping and avoidance of
impacts to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool/fairy shrimp habitat, and other aquatic resources.
If avoidance not feasible, local agency must determine that alternative is biologically equivalent
or superior to impact avoidance. Proposed project includes a facility located in riparian/riverine
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3B. Biological Resources

Component

Applicable Provisions and Relevance to Project

area along the Santa Ana River.

Surveys for Riparian Species: Focused surveys required for the least Bell’s vireo, southwestern
willow flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, and fairy shrimp species (Riverside, Santa
Rosa Plateau, and vernal pool fairy shrimp) if suitable habitat present on the project site and
avoidance alternative is not feasible. Conservation goal is 90 to 100 percent of those occupied
areas that provide for the long-term conservation of these species, including 100 meters of
undeveloped landscape adjacent to avoided areas. Parts of the proposed project will likely
trigger survey requirement.

Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species. Focused surveys required in designated areas for
14 narrow endemic plant species if appropriate habitat or soils are present. Information
obtained from surveys is used to prioritize areas for acquisition. Where plants are found,
avoidance goal is a minimum of 90 percent of those portions of the property that could provide
for long-term conservation of the species on the project site. Avoided areas will remain in
“status quo” until it is demonstrated that species conservation goals are met in the plan area.
Parts of the project may trigger survey requirement.

Surveys for Other MSHCP Species. In addition to surveys for the narrow endemic plant and
riparian species, surveys are required in suitable habitat for 13 plants and 7 animals in
designated areas. The survey area for the burrowing owl is largest. Where found, the goal is to
avoid impacts to 90 percent of the occupied habitat until conservation objectives for the species
are met. Parts of the project will likely trigger survey requirements, especially for burrowing
owl.

Other: Edge effects on the conservation area must be addressed, and guidelines must be
provided for avoidance and minimization. Effects on habitat linkages between conservation
areas must be addressed, and guidelines must be provided for avoidance and minimization.
Applies to portions of the project near conservation areas.

Mitigation Measures: Mitigation measures depend on the project location and the type of
unavoidable impacts. Measures range from payment of mitigation fee to habitat conservation at
designated ratios. Applies to project in and outside the criteria area.

Environmental Setting

In this draft PEIR, the biological resources potentially affected by the proposed
project are described in terms of their known or potential occurrence in:

m the project area;

m the Santa Ana River system, with an emphasis on Reach 3; and

m existing and proposed conservation areas in or near the project area.

Project Area

The project area approximates the service area for the recycled water system and
includes the City, its sphere of influence (including the Edgemont Community
Service District), and the Jurupa Area Plan (see Figure 2-3). Biological resources
within the project area are described based on information in the Draft Riverside
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General Plan 2025, the draft PEIR for the draft general plan, the WRC MSHCP
(Volume I), and USFWS’s Biological Opinion on the WRC MSHCP. The
project area vegetation map (Figure 3B-2) is a subsection of the vegetation map
for the WRC MSHCP area.

City of Riverside and Its Sphere of Influence

The following land cover types, special features, special status natural
communities, and special status plant and animal species occur or potentially
occur within the City or its sphere of influence.

Cover Types

The Riverside General Plan classifies cover types as urban/developed,
agriculture, nonnative grassland, coastal scrub, chaparral, oak woodland, riparian
woodland, riparian scrub, marsh, open water/reservoir, and Arundo/riparian
forest.

Urban or developed land consists of areas of intensive use with much of the
land covered by structures. This category includes transportation facilities,
power and communications facilities, residences, shopping centers, industrial and
commercial complexes and institutions that may, in some instances, be isolated
from urban areas. Agricultural land, wetlands, or water areas on the fringe of
urban or built-up areas are not included in this category except where they are
surrounded and dominated by urban development. Most of Riverside consists of
urban/developed land with peripheral areas of open space characterized by
agriculture (e.g., Arlington Heights Greenbelt) and native vegetation (e.g., La
Sierra/Norco Hills, Sycamore Canyon Park, arroyos).

Agricultural land includes crop fields, orchards, vineyards, and grazing lands.
When wetlands are drained for agricultural purposes, they are included in the
agriculture category. Agricultural lands that are no longer in use and where
wetlands vegetation has reestablished are included in the wetlands category. The
Arlington Heights Greenbelt is still characterized by agricultural uses, primarily
in the form of citrus orchards and nursery stockyards. There also are citrus
orchards in the City’s southern sphere of influence.

Nonnative grasslands are characterized by a dense to sparse cover of annual
grasses with flowering culms (stems) 0.2 to 1.5 meters high. They are often
associated with numerous species of showy-flowered, native wildflowers,
especially in years of favorable rainfall. Flowering occurs with the onset of the
late fall rains, and growth, flowering, and seed-set occur from winter through
spring. With a few exceptions, the plants are dead through the summer-fall dry
season, persisting as seeds. Nonnative grasslands occur on fine-textured soils
that are moist during the winter rainy season and very dry during summer and
fall. Adjacent communities may include oak woodland on moister, better drained
soils. Most of the flatter terrain in undeveloped portions of the City is dominated
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by introduced annual grasses. Nonnative grassland is present in large expanses
of Sycamore Canyon, Alessandro Hills, Box Springs Mountain, Box Springs
Canyon, the La Sierra/Norco Hills, the La Sierra Lands, and Santa Ana River
Regional Park.

Coastal scrub is characterized by low shrubs and an absence of trees. Shrubs
include either pure stands or mixtures of coarse, deciduous species that drop their
leaves in response to periodic drought conditions. Coastal sage scrub occurs
primarily below 914 meters (3,000 feet) above mean sea level on western slopes
of mountains; on steep, south-facing, wind-exposed slopes; and in areas where
the marine layer penetrates inland to foothills and canyons. Soils are typically
well-drained and relatively shallow. Shrubs are more widely spaced than in
chaparral and do not have the characteristic rigidity or thick drought-resistant
leaves of those in chaparral. Remaining dormant throughout the dry season,
plants either drop their leaves or produce smaller leaves on secondary shoots,
which reduces water loss. Root systems are generally shallow, and some shrubs
store water in succulent leaves and stems. Other plants produce aromatic oils
from the surfaces of leaves, making them less appealing to grazing animals and
reducing water loss, but at the cost of increased flammability during the fire
season. Typical species in this community include California sagebrush
(Artemisia californica), long-stemmed buckwheat (E. elongatum), California
buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), white sage (Salvia apiana), black sage
(Salvia mellifera), bush monkeyflower (Mimulus longiflorus), brittlebush
(Encelia farinosa), California bush sunflower (Encelia californica), coast
goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii), laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), deerweed
(Lotus scoparius), golden yarrow (Eriophyllum confertiflorum), and coast prickly
pear (Opuntia littoralis), lupines (Lupinus spp.). Within the City, coastal scrub is
found on steep slopes in the southern hillsides, as well as at Sycamore Canyon,
Alessandro Hills, Box Springs Mountain, Arlington Heights, Woodcrest, Rancho
El Sobrante, and rocky outcroppings in the La Sierra Lands and the La
Sierra/Norco Hills.

Chaparral is widely distributed on dry slopes and ridges at low and mid-
elevations. It typically consists of shrubs with tough, broad leaves, although
species composition may vary considerably with many different subtypes.
Chamise chaparral, which is the most common chaparral type in San Bernardino
and Riverside Counties, is dominated by chamise (4denostoma fasciculatum).
Southern mixed chaparral often occurs adjacent to Riversidian sage scrub and
chamise chaparral, but generally on sites with more moisture. Common
chaparral shrubs include toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), chamise, several
California lilacs (Ceanothus megacarpus, C. crassifolius, C. cuneatus, and C.
spinosus), birch-leaved mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides),
manzanita (Arctostaphylos spp.), and scrub oak (Quercus berberdifolia).

Oak woodland varies from open savannas with grassy understories to fairly
dense woodlands with shrubby understories. This community typically
integrates with both nonnative grassland and riparian woodland. Annual rainfall
is generally between 38 and 64 centimeters (15 and 25 inches), and intermittent
streams may be present. The dominant trees in the Riverside area are coast live
oak (Quercus agrifolia), with smaller amounts of Engelmann oak (Quercus
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3B. Biological Resources

engelmannii), black walnut (Juglans californica), western sycamore (Platanus
racemosa), toyon, and blue elderberry (Sambucus mexicana). Smaller trees and
shrubs along with herbaceous plants and grasses that form the vegetative
understory include sugar bush (Rhus ovata), squawbush (Rhus trilobata),
poison—oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), coastal wood fern (Dryopteris
arguta), and bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinium). Within the City, oak
woodlands are known to occur along El Sobrante Road between La Sierra
Avenue and McAllister Street.

Riparian woodlands are dependent on the presence of or proximity to non-
seasonal water sources. The water may be surface water or shallow groundwater.
Riparian woodlands may measure a few meters in width to much broader,
depending on water flow. Where non-seasonal streams flow out of the
mountains and onto flatter grasslands, the riparian woodland community may be
a relatively broad one, but in the higher elevations where water flows down a
narrow passageway often confined by steep hillsides, this community may be
very narrow. Riparian woodland may also occupy areas surrounding human-
made lakes and reservoirs. Typical species of this community include willows
(Salix spp.), western sycamore, black walnut, Fremont and black cottonwood
(Populus fremontii and P. trichocarpa), white alder (Alnus rhombifolia), coast
live oak, mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia), and smaller plants such as poison-oak,
California blackberry, horsetails (Equisetum spp.), and scarlet and creek
monkeyflower (Mimulus cardinalis and M. guttatus). The presence of perennial
water in the Santa Ana River, Tequesquite Arroyo, Sycamore Canyon, and Box
Springs Canyon has supported the development of riparian woodland plant
communities at scattered locations.

Riparian scrub is characterized as a scrubby streamside thicket, dominated by
any of several willows, mule fat, or a mix of these. Vegetation may vary from
open to impenetrable. Willows typically occur on relatively fine-grained sand
and gravel bars that are close to river channels and/or groundwater. Coarser
substrate soils or areas where there is relatively great depth to the water table
favors dominance by mule fat. This early successional community may precede
any of several riparian woodland or forest types absent severe flooding
disturbance. Riparian scrub is located throughout the City along streams and
drainages. The largest riparian scrub communities are located northeast of
Mockingbird Canyon Road and south of Markham Street.

Marsh communities are dominated by perennial, emergent flowering plants
(monocots) generally up to four to five meters tall. Vegetation often forms
completely closed canopies. Bulrush (Scirpus spp.) and cattail (Typha spp.)
species dominate. Marsh communities in the City are found on sites permanently
inundated by fresh water and lacking significant current. Conditions of
prolonged saturation permit accumulation of deep, peaty soils in this community.

Open water/reservoir areas are called lacustrine ecosystems and are
characterized by inland depressions or dammed riverine channels containing
standing water, including both near-shore (limnetic) and deepwater habitats
(littoral). Usually, to meet this classification, each area must exceed 20 acres
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(8 hectares) and be deeper than 6.6 feet (2 meters). Lake Evans and Mockingbird
Canyon Reservoir are classified as open water/reservoir areas.

Arundo/Riparian forests are characterized by dense impenetrable stands of
riparian vegetation dominated or exclusively composed of giant reed (4rundo
donax). The California Invasive Plant Council includes giant reed on its list of
“Exotic Pest Plants of Greatest Ecological Concern in California.” Giant reed is
documented as a widespread, aggressive invader that displaces native plant
species and disrupts natural communities. Giant reed is suited to tropical,
subtropical, and warm temperate climates of the world. Although it tolerates
some salt and can grow on sand dunes, giant reed grows best along riverbanks
and in other wet places. Giant reed is best developed in poor sandy soil but is
tolerant of all types of soils, from heavy clays to loose sands and gravelly soils.
Arundo/Riparian forests are known to occur along the Santa Ana River near Van
Buren Boulevard at the City’s northern boundary. This community may also be
found along lakes, rivers, and other drainages.

Special Features
Six arroyos, recognized by the City’s Grading Code (Title 17), traverse the city:

m  Springbrook Wash Arroyo,
m  Tequesquite Arroyo.

®  Woodcrest Arroyo,

m  Prenda Arroyo,

m  Alessandro Arroyo, and

m  Mockingbird Canyon Arroyo.

Springbrook Wash Arroyo starts in Box Springs Mountain and flows to the
Santa Ana River. Approximately one-fifth of the stream channel is cemented,
with some remaining areas of healthy riparian vegetation.

Tequesquite Arroyo runs through two golf courses, the Andulka Park site,
Riverside Community College, the Evans Sports Complex, and the Tequesquite
Park site. It is partially channelized at the golf courses and when it passes
through Downtown. The banks at the golf courses have been planted with
nonnative grasses. Only the portion southeast of SR-91 is mapped for protection
under the grading code.

Woodcrest, Prenda, Alessandro, and Mockingbird Arroyos all originate in
the southern hills of the City and flow to the Santa Ana River. All of these
arroyos are largely in a natural condition south of SR-91 within the Arlington
Heights Greenbelt and Alessandro Heights area. Each is also constrained with a
dam. North of SR-91, the arroyos are channelized or undergrounded en route to
the Santa Ana River.
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Outside of the City, there are two arroyos worthy of note: Box Springs and
University.

The Box Springs Arroyo runs from the Box Springs Mountains to where it
is partially detained at Quail Run. From Quail Run, the water flows into
Sycamore Canyon Creek. A small portion of the channel is contained in
concrete, where it flows under State Route 60 (SR-60) into the University of
California, Riverside, campus. The banks are characterized by healthy
riparian communities and rocky outcroppings. Sycamore Canyon Creek
flows through the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. The entire length of
the creek is un-channelized and characterized by sycamore groves and
southern willow.

The University Arroyo also begins in the Box Springs Mountains. It is
partially channelized. The banks contain mainly nonnative grasses, although
some areas are characterized by rocky outcroppings and riparian vegetation.
This arroyo runs through the University of California at Riverside under
SR-60/Interstate 215 (I-215), and into developed areas west of the freeway.

Special Status Natural Communities

Special status natural communities, sometimes called sensitive habitats, are
vegetation communities that are unique, have relatively limited distribution in the
region, or have high wildlife value as defined by federal, state, and local
government conservation programs. Many are, or correspond to, vegetation
series and associations identified in the CNDDB as, “considered rare and worthy
of consideration by CNDDB.” Designated and proposed critical habitats for
federally listed species are identified separately in this draft PEIR (see “Special
status Species” below). Special status communities within the City include:

m  vernal pools,
m  southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest,
m  southern sycamore-alder riparian forest,
m  southern willow scrub,
m  southern coast live oak riparian forest,
®m  southern riparian forest,
m cismontane alkali marsh,
m  Southern California arroyo chub/Santa Ana sucker stream,
®  mule fat scrub,
m Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub,
m  Riversidian sage scrub,
®m peninsular juniper woodland and scrub,
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m  dense Englemann oak woodland, and

m  coast live oak woodland.

Vernal pools are seasonal wetlands that form in localized depressions with
subsurface hardpans, allowing ponded rainwater to remain above the surface into
the dry season. These seasonal wetlands create a moist environment to which a
specialized group of plant species is adapted. Species composition varies among
pools and among years. However, as noted in Riverside County (2003c¢),
common species in vernal pools in or near the project area include woolly
marbles (Psilocarphus brevissimus), toad rush (Juncus bufonius), spike rush
(Eleocharis species), wire-stem popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys leptocladus),
Mexican speedwell (Veronica peregrina ssp. xalapensis), annual hairgrass
(Deschampsia danthonioides), alkali pepper-grass (Lepidium dictyotum), and
water pygmy weed (Crassula aquatica); many special status species are also
present in this community type. Herbs are typically less than 0.25 meters tall
with an intermittent or open canopy. Vernal pools typically occur below 1,400
feet (427 meters) in elevation. They are known to occur adjacent to the Santa
Ana River between Main Street and Bandini Avenue.

Southern cottonwood-willow riparian forests are tall, open, broadleaved
winter-deciduous riparian forests dominated by Fremont cottonwood, black
cottonwood, and several tree willows. Understories consist of shrubby willows.
The dominant species require moist, bare mineral soil. Sub-irrigated and
frequently overflowed lands along rivers and streams provide the necessary
conditions for germination and establishment. Other typical plant species include
California mugwort, mule fat, wild cucumber (Marah macrocarpus), western
sycamore, Goodding’s black willow (Salix gooddingii), sandbar willow (Salix
exigua), yellow shining willow (Salix lasiandra), arroyo willow (Salix
lasiolepis), and stinging nettle (Urtica dioica). Southern cottonwood-willow
riparian forests exist along the Santa Ana River in northwest Riverside and along
the middle-upper portions of an unnamed tributary to Walker Canyon, just west
of Stovepipe and Bull Canyon roads.

Southern sycamore-alder riparian woodland is a tall, open, broadleaved,
winter-deciduous streamside woodland dominated by western sycamore and
white alder. These stands seldom form closed canopy forests, and may appear as
trees scattered in a shrubby thicket of hard drought-resistant evergreens and
deciduous species. Soils consist of very rocky streambeds subject to seasonally
high-intensity flooding. White alder increases in abundance on more perennial
streams, while western sycamore favors more intermittent hydrographs. Other
common forms of vegetation include California mugwort, coast live oak,
horsetail, smilo grass (Piptatherum miiaceum), California blackberry, poison-
oak, blue elderberry, and stinging nettle (Urtica dioica). The CNNDB indicates
that southern sycamore alder riparian forests occur along an unnamed tributary to
the Belvedere Heights area on the west side of Box Springs Mountains.

Southern willow scrub is distinguished by dense, broadleaved, winter-
deciduous riparian thickets dominated by several willow species, including black
willow, sandbar willow, red willow (Salix laevigata), and arroyo willow, with
scattered Fremont cottonwood and western sycamore. Most stands are too dense
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to allow much understory development. Typical soils include loose, sandy, or
fine gravelly alluvium deposited near stream channels during flood flows. This
community requires repeated flooding to prevent succession to southern
cottonwood-sycamore riparian forest. It occurs along two tributaries to a small
reservoir southwest of Mockingbird Reservoir.

Southern coast live oak riparian forests are characterized by both open and
locally dense evergreen riparian woodlands dominated by coast live oak. This
community appears to be richer in herbs and poorer in understory shrubs than
other riparian communities. Southern coast live oak riparian forests are found in
bottomlands and outer floodplains along larger streams, on fine-grained or
stabilized, rich alluvial soils in canyons and valleys of coastal southern
California. Characteristic plant species include California mugwort, California
toothwort (Cardamine californica), eucrypta (Eucrypta chrysanthemifolia),
toyon, bush penstemon (Keckiella cordifolia), California honeysuckle
(Loncerahispidula), wild cucumber, fiesta flower (Pholistoma auritum),
skunkbrush (Rhus trilobata), California wild rose (Rosa californica), California
blackberry, blue elderberry, and poison-oak.

Southern riparian forest communities are characterized by wetland and mesic
species dominated by willows, cottonwoods, and/or western sycamore. These
species may be sole dominants or mixed dominants. The tree canopy is typically
continuous with sparse shrub and herb layers forming the understory. These
communities are periodically flooded or saturated with water and occur at
elevations from sea level to 2,400 meters. Southern riparian forests occur along
an unnamed tributary to Cajalco Canyon, east of Cajalco Tin Mine, and south of
Eagle Valley near Lake Mathews. This community may also be found along
lakes, rivers, and other drainages.

Mule fat scrub is characterized by tall, herbaceous riparian scrub strongly
dominated by mule fat. This early successional community is often maintained
by frequent flooding. Absent this, most stands would succeed to cottonwood- or
sycamore-dominated riparian forests or woodlands. Mule fat scrub occurs in
intermittent stream channels with fairly coarse substrate and moderate depth to
the water table. It frequently occurs as a patchy understory in light gaps in
riparian woodlands and forests, especially under heavy grazing.

Cismontane alkali marsh is dominated by perennial, emergent, herbaceous
monocots up to 2 meters tall. Vegetation is similar to that found in salt marshes,
freshwater marshes, and coastal brackish marshes. Vegetation cover is often
complete and dense, and most growth and flowering occurs in summer. This
community typically occurs where standing water or saturated soil is present
during most or all of year. High evaporation and low input of fresh water render
these marshes somewhat salty, especially during the summer. Cismontane alkali
marsh is similar to coastal brackish marsh in its quantitative range of saltiness,
but is more alkaline and usually contains salts other than sodium chloride.
Marshes that become mostly dry during the summer are called vernal marshes;
those with a more constant input of fresh water are called coastal and valley
freshwater marshes. Chenopod scrubs occur in areas with moist, highly alkaline
soil that usually lack water at the surface. All of the above natural communities
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may intergrade with alkali marshes. Cismontane alkali marsh is known to occur
cast of Lake Mathews near Cajalco Road and between Cajalco Road and Rider
Street.

Southern California arroyo chub/Santa Ana sucker streams exist along the
Santa Ana River and its tributaries including Chino Creek, Aliso Creek, and
Sunnyslope Creek in San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange Counties. These
streams range from Mount Rubidoux downstream to northeastern Anaheim. The
best habitat is found below the Riverside Narrows, where groundwater is forced
to the surface and flows become more perennial and stable.

Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub grows on sandy, rocky alluvial soils
deposited by streams that experience periodic flooding. The soils in these areas
are well drained to excessively drained and have low water holding capacity and
low fertility. Vegetation consists of drought-deciduous subshrubs and large
evergreen woody shrubs adapted to these soil characteristics and survival of, or
rapid recruitment after, intense, periodic flooding and erosion. Pioneer,
intermediate, and mature stages of alluvial fan sage scrub plant community are
often distinguished. The pioneer stage has sparse vegetation and low plant
diversity. The intermediate stage is characterized by dense vegetation dominated
by subshrubs. The mature stage has dense, full-grown subshrubs, along with
evergreen woody shrubs. Scale-broom is a shrub species found most often on
alluvial soils associated with drainages. Other common shrub species of this
vegetation community are often characteristic species of either Riversidian sage
scrub or chaparral communities. These common subshrub species include coastal
sagebrush, California buckwheat, chamise, brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), hairy
yerba santa (Eriodictyon trichocalyx), sugarbush, birch-leaved mountain
mahogany, and deerweed (Lotus scoparius). Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub
is known to occur along the Santa Ana River between Mission Boulevard and
Mission Street. It also occurs in other northern portions of the City. The
Riverside General Plan also identifies areas of “Disturbed Alluvial.“ These areas
show some type of human disturbance such as grading and/or a large influx of
nonnative, disturbance-adapted plant species (weeds) where soils and other
conditions would otherwise permit growth of Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub.
Large areas of Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub are located along the eastern
and western edges of the city.

Riversidian sage scrub typically is a fairly open vegetation community, with at
least 20 percent cover by California sagebrush, California buckwheat, and
Spanish brome (Bromus madritensis). It occurs at scattered locations in the
southeastern half of Riverside. See description of coastal sage scrub under
“Cover Types” for additional details about plant species composition.

Peninsular juniper woodland and scrub is dominated by California juniper
(Juniperus californica). This community exists on dry alluvial fans and desert
slopes. Litter layers are restricted to directly beneath the tree driplines, and fuel
loads may be insufficient to carry a fire. This woodland species does not show
adaptations to fire. Burning usually leads to grasslands or the formation of semi-
desert chaparral communities. Within the project area, juniper woodland is
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found primarily in the Lake Mathews area and intergrades with nonnative
grassland and Riversidian sage scrub communities.

Dense Englemann oak woodland is a climax woodland dominated by
Englemann oak (Quercus englemannii), with coast live oak as an additional
significant constituent. The understory is composed of typical grassland species.
Canopy cover is dense. This vegetation community appears on moderately
moist sites, especially in steep canyons. Dense Englemann oak woodlands are
known to occur southeast of Lake Mathews between Galivan Road and Lake
Mathews Drive.

Coast live oak woodlands vary from closed-canopy stands of coast live oak to
mixtures with conifers and broadleaf trees to open savannas. The shrub layer is
poorly developed, but may include toyon, laurel sumac, or blue elderberry. The
herb component is typically continuous and dominated by rip-gut brome (Bromus
diandrus) and several other introduced species. This community typically occurs
on north-facing slopes and shaded ravines. Several coast live oak communities
are located southeast of Victoria Avenue between La Sierra Avenue and
Washington Street.

Special Status Species

In this draft PEIR, plants and animals are identified as being “special status
species” if they are listed or proposed for listing under federal or state law; are
identified as “sensitive,” “a species of concern,” or “a species of special concern”
on lists maintained by federal or state agencies; or are on the list of (biologically)
endangered and rare plant species maintained by the CNPS. Table 3B-3
identifies the special status species that are known to occur or have a reasonable
potential for occurrence in or adjacent to the project area, together with any
proposed or designated critical habitat for federally listed species.

Table 3B-3. Special Status Species That Occur or Potentially Occur in or near the Project Area

Critical Habitat MSHCP

Species Common/ in or near Planning
Scientific Name Status' Habitat Affinities Project Area’ Species®
Plants
Chaparral sand-verbena Federal: None Exposed sites with sandy soils, NA
Abronia villosa var. State: None especially washes and dunes, in
aurita)* chaparral, sage scrub, and
CNPS: 1B alluvial scrub

Coulter’s goldfields Federal: None Coastal salt marshes, playas, NA
Lasthenia glabrata ssp. State: None valley and foothill grassland,
Coulteri CNPS: 1B vernal pools. Alkaline soils in

playas, sinks, and grasslands.

1-1,400 meters in elevation.
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Critical Habitat ~MSHCP
Species Common/ in or near Planning
Scientific Name Status' Habitat Affinities Project Area” Species®
Intermediate mariposa lily ~ Federal: None Rocky hill-and-valley landscapes NA
Calochortus weedii var. State: None with chaparral, sage scrub, or
intermedius** grasslands
CNPS: 1B
Little mousetail Federal: None Vernal pools and poorly drained NA
Myosurus minimus ssp. State: None spots in moist grasslands,
Apus generally under alkaline
CNPS: 3 conditions.
Long-spined spineflower ~ Federal: None Chaparral, coastal scrub, NA LM/W
Chorizanthe polygonoides ~ State: None meadows, valley and foothill
var. longispina CNPS: 1B grassland. Gabbroic clay.
30-1,450 meters in elevation.
Many-stemmed dudleya Federal: None Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley NA LM/W
Dudleya multicaulis State: None and foothill grassland. In heavy,
CNPS: 1B often clayey soils or grassy
slopes. 0-790 meters in
elevation.
Munz’s onion Federal: E Chaparral, coastal scrub, Designated,
Allium munzii State: T cismontane woodland, pinyon- with WRC
CNPS: 1B juniper woodland, valley and MSHCP plan
foothill grassland. Only in area excluded
Riverside County. Heavy clay (except federal
soils; grows in grasslands and lands)
openings within shrublands or
woodlands. 300-1,035 meters in
elevation.
Palmer’s grapplinghook Federal: None Chaparral, coastal sage scrub, NA LM/W
Harpagonella palmeri State: None grasslands; clay soils.
CNPS: 4
Parish’s desert-thorn Federal: None Coastal scrub, Sonoran desert NA
Lycium parishii* State: None scrub, 300—1,000 meters in
CNPS: 2 elevation.
Parry’s spineflower Federal: None Coastal scrub, chaparral. Dry NA
Chorizanthe parryi var. State: None slopes and flats; sometimes at
parryi CNPS: 1B interface of 2 vegetation such as
chaparral and oak woodland,;
dry, sandy soils. 40—1,705
meters in elevation.
Rayless ragwort Federal: None Cismontane woodland, coastal NA
Senecio aphanactis* State: None scrub, drying alkaline flats.
CNPS: 2 20-575 meters in elevation.
Robinson’s pepper-grass Federal: None Chaparral, coastal scrub. Dry NA
Lepidium virginicum var. ~ State: None soils, shrubland. 1-945 meters
robinsoni*i CNPS: 1B in elevation.
Round-leaved filaree Federal: None Cismontane woodland, valley NA
Erodium macrophyllum State: None and foothill grassland. Clay
CNPS: 2 soils.
15-1,200 meters in elevation.
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Critical Habitat ~MSHCP
Species Common/ in or near Planning
Scientific Name Status' Habitat Affinities Project Area” Species®
Salt spring checkerbloom  Federal: None Alkaline seeps and springs in a NA
Sidalcea neomexicana* State: None wide Var?e'ty qf plant'
communities, including
CNPS: 2 coniferous forest, chaparral and
coastal scrubs, Mojavean desert
scrub, and playas
San Diego ambrosia Federal: E Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley Not proposed
Ambrosia pumila State: None and foothill grassland, vernal
CNPS: 1B pools. In the U.S., known only
from San Diego and Riverside
counties. Sandy loam or clay
soil. In valleys, persists where
disturbance has been superficial.
20—415 meters in elevation.
Santa Ana River Federal: E Riversidian alluvial fan sage Not proposed
woollystar State: E scrub in sandy soils 360-630
Eriastrum densifolium CNPS: IB meters in elevation.
ssp. Sanctorum
Slender-horned Federal: E Chaparral, coastal scrub (alluvial ~Not proposed
spineflower State: E fan sage scrub), flood deposited
Dodecahema leptoceras CNPS: 1B terraces and washes.
Small-flowered microseris Federal: None Clay soils in associations with NA LM/W
Microseris douglasii var.  State: None native grasslands or vernal
platycarpha** CNPS: 4 pools.
Small-flowered morning-  Federal: None Wet clay soils and serpentine NA LM/W
glory State: None seeps below 700 meter elevation
Convolvulus similans CNPS: 4 in southern needlegrass
grassland, mixed native and
nonnative grassland, sage scrub,
and openings in chaparral.
Smooth tarplant Federal: None Valley and foothill grassland, NA
Centromadia pungens ssp.  State: None chenopod scrub, meadows,
Laevis CNPS: 1B playas, riparian woodland, alkali
meadow, alkali scrub; also in
disturbed places. 0—480 meters
in elevation.
Invertebrates
Riverside fairy shrimp Federal: E Areas of tectonic swales/earth Proposed but
Streptocephalus woottoni  State: None slump basins in grassland and not within the
coastal sage scrub. Inhabit four area plans
seasonally astatic pools filled by
winter/spring rains. Hatch in
warm water later in the season.
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Critical Habitat ~MSHCP

Species Common/ in or near Planning
Scientific Name Status' Habitat Affinities Project Area” Species®
Delhi Sands flower-loving  Federal: E Delhi fine sands soil type or Not proposed J
fly State: None windblown soils, usually with
Rhaphiomidas terminatus low disturbance and dominated
abdominalis by low, open, native vegetation.

Occurs in Jurupa Area Plan.
Quino checkerspot Federal: E Open areas in grasslands, forb- Designated LM/W
butterfly State: None lands, coastal sage scrub, and
Euphydryas editha quino chaparral, usually with low

disturbance and a well-

developed biological soil crust.

Primary larval host plant is

Plantago erecta.
Fishes
Arroyo chub Federal: None Lowland habitats. Prefers NA R/N,J
Gila orcutti State: SSC freshwater streams and rivers

with steady currents and

emergent vegetation. Prefers

slower-moving pools and ponded

areas of streams with mud or

sand substrates.
Santa Ana speckled dace Federal: None Requires permanent flowing NA
Rhinichthys osculus ssp. State: SSC streams with summer water
3* temperatures of 17-20°C

(60—68°F). Typically, streams

are maintained by outflows of

cool springs. Inhabits shallow

cobble and gravel riffles.
Santa Ana sucker Federal: T Small- to medium-sized Proposed and R/N,J
Catostomus santaanae State: SSC permanent streams in water of designated, with

varying depth. Flow is also MSHCP plan

variable. Usually found in clear  area excluded

water, they are able to tolerate

seasonal turbidity. Prefer

substrates that are generally

coarse and consist of gravel,

rubble, and boulder, but are

occasionally found on sandy or

muddy substrates.
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Critical Habitat ~MSHCP
Species Common/ in or near Planning
Scientific Name Status' Habitat Affinities Project Area” Species®
Amphibians
Western spadefoot Federal: SOC Grassland, coastal sage scrub, NA
Spea hammondii State: SSC and other habitats with open
sandy gravel soils. Breeds in
vernal pools and temporary
ponds/pools associated with
river bottoms and floodplains.
Primarily a species of the
lowlands, frequenting washes,
floodplains of rivers, alluvial
fans, and alkali flats.
Reptiles
Coast (San Diego) horned  Federal: None Open or sparse scrub and NA
lizard State: SSC chaparral communities. This
Phrynosoma coronatum species prefers loose, friable soil
(blainvillei) for burrowing.
Orangethroat whiptail Federal: None Chaparral, sage scrub and open NA
Cnemidophorus State: SSC edges of riparian areas; specialist
hyperythrus to some degree on native
termites.
Coastal western whiptail Federal: SOC Found in deserts and semiarid NA
Aspidoscelis tigris State: None areas with sparse vegetation and
stejnegeri open areas. Also found in
woodland and riparian areas.
Ground may be firm soil, sandy,
or rocky.
Northern red-diamond Federal: None Chaparral, woodland, grassland, NA
rattlesnake State: SSC and desert areas. Occurs in
Crotalus ruber ruber rocky areas and dense
vegetation. Needs rodent
burrows, cracks in rocks, or
surface cover objects.
Rosy boa Federal: SOC Desert and chaparral. Prefers NA
Charina trivirgata*® State: None moderate to dense vegetation
and rocky cover. Mix of brushy
cover and rocky soil such as
coastal canyons and hillsides,
desert canyons, washes, and
mountains.
Western pond turtle Federal: None Ponds, small lakes, perennial NA R/N, J,
Clemmys marmorata State: SSC pools in drainages, marshes, LM/W
pallida slow-moving sometimes-
brackish water.
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Critical Habitat ~MSHCP

Species Common/ in or near Planning
Scientific Name Status' Habitat Affinities Project Area” Species®
Birds
Bald Eagle Federal: T Open areas, forest edges, and NA
Haliaeetus leucocephalus  State: E mountains near large lakes and

rivers. Requires tall trees for

nesting. Three known nest

efforts in or near western

Riverside County, but not within

the project area, in the last ten

years.
Bell’s sage sparrow Federal: SOC Extensive patches of chaparral NA R/N, J,
Amphispiza belli belli State: SSC less than about 2 meters in H,

height and sage scrub shaded LM/W

and relatively open at the ground

layer.
Black-crowned night- Federal: None Many types of wetlands; inland NA R/N,J
heron State: None relay are large wetland areas.
Nycticorax nycticorax
Burrowing owl Federal: SOC Requires fairly large expanses of NA R/N,
Speotyto cunicularia State: SSC relatively open, level or LM/W

hummocky terrain, including

grasslands, agricultural fields,

dairies, flood channels, and

occasionally may use

undisturbed areas of golf courses

or airports.
Cactus wren Federal: None Coastal sage scrub with thickets, NA H,
Campylorhynchus State: SSC patches, or tracts of large LM/W
brunneicapillus branching cacti, thorny shrubs,

and small trees.
Coastal California Federal: T Obligate resident of several Designated J,H,
gnatcatcher State: SSC distinct subassociations of the LM/W
Polioptila californica coastal sage scrub community.
californica
Cooper’s hawk Federal: None Mature forest, open woodlands, NA R/N, J,
Accipiter cooperii State: SSC parks, and residential areas. LM/W
Double-crested cormorant ~ Federal: None Occupies diverse aquatic NA R/N,J
Phalacrocorax auritus State: None habitats in all seasons. Diet is

primarily fishes. Tolerates only

minimal disturbance at nesting

colonies.
Downy woodpecker Federal: None Nests in extensive lowland NA R/N
Picoides pubescens State: None riparian woodland and forest;

will forage in many adjacent

habitats.
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Critical Habitat ~MSHCP
Species Common/ in or near Planning
Scientific Name Status' Habitat Affinities Project Area” Species®
Least Bell’s vireo Federal: E Riparian habitat with some tree Designated R/N,J
Vireo bellii pusillus State: E layer and a dense understory,
often of young willows, but
sometimes mule fat, blue
elderberry, California rose,
desert wild grape, and a variety
of other shrubby species.
Loggerhead shrike Federal: SOC Open areas (e.g., grassland, NA R/N, J,
Lanius ludovicianus State: SSC rangeland, fallow agricultural LM/W
fields), especially where there
are scattered large shrubs, trees,
or other suitable perches at
moderate height.
Northern harrier Federal: None Coastal lowlands, marshes, NA LM/W
Circus cyaneus State: SSC mesic grasslands, and
agricultural fields. Probably
extirpated locally as a breeder.
Osprey Federal: None Large water bodies supporting NA R/N,J
Pandion haliaetus State: SSC fish with surrounding or nearby
suitable nest sites.
Peregrine falcon Federal: Open areas, mud flats with NA R/N,J
Falco peregrinus E/delisted waterfowl, shorebirds. Not
State: E, P currently believed to breed in
Riverside County.
Southern California Federal: None Rocky slopes, especially where a NA R/N, J,
rufous-crowned sparrow State: SSC relatively open shrub cover LM/W
Aimophila ruficeps dominated by California
canescens sagebrush is interspersed with
grassy areas.
Southwestern willow Federal: E Riparian woodlands along rivers ~ Proposed along  R/N, J
flycatcher State: E and streams, with mature dense Santa Ana
Empidonax traillii stands of willows, cottonwoods,  River, with
extimus and sometimes alders. Requires =~ WRC MSHCP
some inundation or soil plan area
saturation in riparian at least excluded
through May.
Tree swallow Federal: None During winter and migration, NA R/N,J
Tachycineta bicolor State: None found in open areas, grasslands,
meadows, brushlands, and near
water sources.
Tricolor blackbird Federal: SOC Freshwater marshes. Suitable NA
Agelaius tricolor State: SSC breeding habitat includes cattails
and bulrushes, as well as
nonnative thistles and mustards.
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Critical Habitat ~MSHCP
Species Common/ in or near Planning
Scientific Name Status' Habitat Affinities Project Area” Species®
Western yellow-billed Federal: C Restricted to extensive NA R/N,J
cuckoo State: E deciduous riparian thickets or
Coccyzus americanus forest with dense, mid- to upper-
occidentalis level foliage along slow-moving
watercourses, backwaters, or
seeps. Sometimes uses orchards
adjacent to such areas, but
willows are almost always a
dominant component of nesting
habitat.
White-faced ibis Federal: None Nests in large, shallow marshes NA R/N,J
Plegadis chihi State: SSC with islands of emergent
vegetation. Forages in a wide
variety of marsh and mudflat
habitats.
White-tailed kite Federal: None Nests in riparian woodland NA R/N, J,
Elanus leucurus State: P edges, pasture lands and LM/W
savannah, oaks, and sycamores.
Forages in open areas with short
grass and/or forbs.
Yellow-breasted chat Federal: None Nests and forages in dense, low NA R/N,
Icteria virens State: SSC riparian growth including edges LM/W
of woods, fencerows, dense
thickets, and brambles in low
wet places near streams, pond
edges, or swamps and in old
overgrown clearings and fields.
Yellow warbler Federal: None Nests in mature riparian forest NA R/N,
Icteria virens State: SSC and woodland, foraging largely LM/W
in the upperstory; more common
as a spring and fall migrant in
varied habitats.
Mammals
Bobcat Federal: None Variety of habitats, including NA R/N, J,
Lynx rufus State: None conifer, oak, riparian, pinyon- H,
juniper forest, chaparral; LM/W
dependent on extensive open
space and connectivity, with
rabbits a central part of the diet.
Los Angeles pocket Federal: None Restricted to lower elevation NA J
mouse State: SSC grasslands and coastal sage scrub
Perognathus associations in the Los Angeles
longimembris brevinasus Basin. Most known locations
have fine, sandy soils with
moderate to low disturbance.
Mountain lion Federal: None Variety of habitats, requires very NA H,
Puma concolor State: None large tracts of land with low LM/W
levels of human disturbance and
development.
Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

3B-22

J&S 04344.04



Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3B. Biological Resources

Critical Habitat MSHCP

Species Common/ in or near Planning
Scientific Name Status' Habitat Affinities Project Area” Species®
Northwestern San Diego Federal: None Coastal scrub, chamise-redshank NA

pocket mouse State: SSC chaparral, mixed chaparral,

Chaetodipus fallax fallax sagebrush, desert wash, desert

scrub, desert succulent shrub,
pinyon juniper, and annual
grassland in sandy herbaceous
areas, usually in association with
rocks or coarse gravel.

San Bernardino kangaroo  Federal: E Habitats with well-drained sandy  Designated in J
rat State: SSC substrates. Most typical on Riverside
Dipodomys merriami intermediate-aged alluvial County but not
parvus benches dominated by native in four area

herbs and/or open Riversidian plans

alluvial fan sage scrub.
San Diego black-tailed Federal: None Arid regions supporting short- NA
jackrabbit State: SSC grass habitats such as annual
Lepus californicus grassland, often adjacent to or
bennettii mixed with Riversidian sage,

scrub, alluvial fan scrub, Great
Basin sagebrush, chaparral,
disturbed habitat, or agriculture.

Stephens’ kangaroo rat Federal: E Inhabits annual grassland with None proposed LM/W
Dipodomys stephensi State: T sparse perennial vegetation and or designated

open sage scrub in the San

Jacinto Valley and adjacent areas

of western Riverside County and

northwestern San Diego County.

"Indicates federal and state listing status as of January 2005 and CNPS list for plants.

2 Designated or proposed critical habitat for federally listed species; indicates whether critical habitat is located in
the City or any of the four area plans that include the project area (Riverside/Norco, Lake Mathews/Woodcrest,
Jurupa, Highgrove).

3 Indicates whether the species is identified in the MSHCP as a “Planning Species” for an area plan that includes
the project area and, if so, which area plan. “Planning Species” are a subset of the species covered by the WRC
MSHCP identified for purposes of guiding decisions about assembling reserves as part of implementation of the
MSHCP.

* Not included in the WRC MSHCP.
**WRC MSHCP does not provide authorization for take of this species at this time (June 2005).

Codes and Abbreviations

C: Candidate

CNPS: California Native Plant Society

1B: Rare and endangered in California and throughout its range

2: Rare and endangered in California but more common elsewhere
: Limited distribution

E: Endangered

H: Highgrove Area Plan

I: Jurupa Area Plan

NA: Not Applicable
LM/W: Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan
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Species Common/
Scientific Name

Critical Habitat ~MSHCP
in or near Planning
Status' Habitat Affinities Project Area’ Species’

P: Fully Protected species identified in the California Fish and Game Code
SOC:  Species of Concern

SSC:  California Department of Fish and Game Species of Special Concern
R/N:  Riverside/Norco Area Plan

T: Threatened

WRC MSHCP: Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

Jurupa Area Plan

For purposes of this draft PEIR, the biological resources in the Jurupa and
Rubidoux Community Service Districts are described in terms of those in the
Jurupa Area Plan. As within the existing city boundaries, much of the land
within this area plan is developed or in active agricultural use. Other
cover/community types present include: grassland, riparian, coastal sage scrub,
alluvial fan sage scrub, meadows and marshes, water, and a scattering of
chaparral. Two federally listed species occur or have the potential to occur that
do not occur within the City’s existing boundaries or sphere of influence: Delhi
Sands flower-loving fly (Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis) and San
Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus). The area also includes
potential habitat for the Los Angeles pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris
brevinasus), but occurrence of this species in the area plan has not been
determined. See “Existing and Proposed Conservation Areas” for additional
information about the resources in this area plan.

Santa Ana River

This section describes the biological resources of the Santa River system, with an
emphasis on Reach 3. Reach 3 includes the outfall of the City’s RWQCP, the
northern boundary of the City and its sphere of influence, and the southern
boundary of the Jurupa Area Plan.

Overview of Reach 3

Figure 2-2 and Figure 2-3 identify the location of Reach 3 of the Santa Ana
River, as defined in the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board’s
Water Quality Control Plan (Santa Ana RWQCB 1995a). This reach is included
within the area of the Riverside West, Corona North, and Prado Dam, California,
7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey quadrangle maps. It includes the Prado
Basin, RWQCP outfall and wetlands, and the upstream and downstream portions
of the river within Reach 3.

For several miles above the RWQCP, the flood channel is relatively constrained
and is sometimes referred to as the Riverside Narrows. From the RWQCP outfall
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downstream through Prado Basin, surface flows are largely perennial as this is a
gaining reach (surface flows gain input from groundwater). However, it is also
in this reach of the river that urban runoff and treated wastewater effluent become
the primary sources of flows. Surface flows are perennial throughout in most
years, but these sources remain dependent on factors such as current water year
precipitation, local groundwater capacity, and discharge and diversion amounts.
In this reach, the river generally has a sandy to rocky natural bottom that is
relatively flat and broad and lacks direct human controls for channel meander and
flows (USFWS 1988, Santa Ana RWQCB 1995a).

The perennial flows support extensive riparian growth, including mature native
trees and understory. Waters are relatively warm, in part because of the broad
and shallow river morphology. In the past, these conditions have been
accentuated by loss of native riparian vegetation and invasion by giant reed and
other nonnatives, but efforts to reverse this trend in the last 15 years is expected
to provide a benefit by returning water temperatures to that of more natural
conditions.

Prado Basin primarily consists of constructed wetlands and actively managed
riparian and parkland communities. The constructed wetlands cover about 465
acres with 50 ponds used for nitrogen removal. Half of the base flow at this
point is diverted into the wetland system. Prado Basin holds the single largest
stand of riparian forest and wetlands in southern California (USFWS 1988).
Increased flows in this area (from additional wastewater treatment and point
sources as well as Temescal Creek) support the extensive mesic and hydric
communities.

The flood channel banks consist largely of natural materials in this area with
some soil stabilization (e.g., riprap) in place. The active channel within the flood
channel meanders broadly but typically forms a single channel toward one side or
the other side of the flood channel. Flood channel banks are generally much
higher and more often form cliffs along the east-to-south side.

Soils in this area are largely restricted to unconsolidated sand with some gravels
and areas of finer materials, such as where the riverbed has gained depositional
materials from recent storm flows. Within the flood channel in this area, firm
benching and other consolidation are limited to a minority of the open, sandy
patches present. There appear to be only minimal biological soil crust
populations, such as mosses, lichens, cyanobacteria, and other soil surface
“poikilohydric” (per Belnap) organisms (Belnap et al. 2001). The soil and crust
conditions appear to reflect the combination of ongoing disturbances such as
altered hydrology and fire regimes; the substantial presence of weedy, invasive
plant species; a lack of undisturbed old-growth seral stages; and direct activity by
man.

Substantial portions of this area have been actively manipulated in recent years
primarily for removal of invasive exotic plants, especially giant reed, also known
as giant cane. Large areas around the Van Buren Boulevard crossing, the Norco
Bluffs, and at the River Road crossing have seen removal of exotics and
successful replacement through restoration of native riparian vegetation. These
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projects primarily within the last 12 years have been under permits and authority
of a range of agencies. Today, most of the work—including exotics removal,
restoration, and extensive monitoring—is implemented under the Santa Ana
Watershed Protection Authority and OCWD. The Santa Ana Watershed
Protection Authority is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization staffed and managed
by a partnership of four local resource conservation districts. In the 18 months
from mid-2002 through 2003, it implemented nearly 1,800 acres of exotics
removal within the Santa Ana River watershed (SAWPA 2004b).

Vegetation

The most extensive vegetation community along Reach 3 is southern willow-
cottonwood forest. Most of this community appears to be mid-seral stage. Tree
canopy cover is nearly 100 percent, but most trees are well below the upper
height limits for their species and understory remains fairly dense. Small
numbers of scattered, older, sentinel trees are present. As is common in riparian
vegetation communities in southern California, dominant species richness is low.
Dominant trees are limited to three natives: Goodding’s black willow, Fremont’s
cottonwood, and, to a lesser degree, red willow. The remaining tree species in
this community compose no more than about 5 percent of the total cover, but
consist of a broad array of natives and nonnatives. Most notable among these are
moderate numbers of scattered California sycamore, white alder, older arroyo
willows, Mexican fan palm (Washingtonia robusta), black cottonwood, yellow
shining willow (Salix lucida lasiandra), and shamel (or Mexican) ash (Fraxinus
uhdei).

Above the Hamner Avenue bridge, gum trees (Eucalyptus spp.) are few within
the flood channel, but they become increasingly common downstream and form a
substantial forest along the south edge of Prado Basin. Tamarisk species
(Tamarix spp.) do not appear to be present as dominants over any substantial
portion of in this area, although scattered individuals and a few small to
moderately sized patches are present.

In addition to saplings of the dominant tree species, understory and mid-story
vegetation in this community is composed primarily of giant reed, arroyo willow
(most common at edges and below the tree level), phacelias (Phacelia spp.), giant
creek nettle (Urtica dioica), and other species more common in the adjacent non-
forested areas described below. Locally, within more mature areas, desert grape
(Vitis girdiana) is a common vine species. Snags (standing dead trees) are
generally quite uncommon; however, attached and fallen deadwood in the mid-
and lower levels is sufficient to obstruct reasonable passage in many areas.

Areas dominated by or consisting only of giant reed comprise the second most
extensive vegetation community and account for about 15 percent of the area
above Prado Basin. Currently, this invasive nonnative is especially prevalent in
two locations: (1) in pure, even-aged, sub-climax stands in the general area
around the Hidden Valley Wildlife Area, and (2) in areas recovering from a large
burn below Hidden Valley Wildlife Area downstream to the Hamner Avenue
bridge.
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In the recovering burn area, extensive, charred trunks of cottonwood and willow
trees extend above rapidly growing stands of giant reed. It appears that many of
these taller trees have active sprouting of new growth underway at their bases,
but the giant reed appears to be in the process of outgrowing and shading that
new growth. In previous years, this species has been extensively dominant in the
upper portions of in this area. Active eradication efforts are ongoing, though this
species appears unlikely to be eradicated from this area as long as it remains
common in the upper watershed in planted areas.

Approximately 600 acres, or roughly one-eighth of the area, consist of managed
ponds. The majority of these ponds are within Prado Basin, with Hidden Valley
Wildlife Area near the upper end of in this area also having substantial ponded
areas. All of these ponds function principally for water quality management but
are also actively managed for wildlife use. Cover consists variably of a mix of
shallow, open water and emergent vegetation, especially cattails (7Typha spp.) and
bulrushes (Scirpus spp.). Freshly disturbed ponds on either side of the River
Road crossing appear to be the result of ongoing earthwork but receive some
wildlife use.

Similar in extent to ponded areas are herb-dominated to near-bare areas within
the flood channel that consist of variably consolidated sandy beaches and
benches. Most such areas show indications of relatively young age and are
dominated by weedy natives and nonnatives. The particular mix of dominants at
any given spot appear to depend primarily on available moisture and secondarily
on physical disturbance history and soil characteristics. Wet edges of the active
channel are often dominated by smartweeds (Polygonum spp.), slender cattail
(Typha domingensis), giant reed, or giant creek nettle. Areas with intermediate
moisture availability generally hold some of the following: common sunflower
(Helianthus annuus), smooth cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium), white
sweetclover (Melilotus alba), salt heliotrope (Heliotropium curassavicum),
castor-bean (Ricinus communis), mule fat, Johnson grass (Sorghum halepense),
and broad-leaved peppergrass (Lepidium latifolium). Substantial patches of the
broad-leaved peppergrass across this area indicate that this exotic invasive has
gained a strong foothold; however, control efforts are underway for this species
and include recent control of large stands at Hidden Valley Wildlife Area.

Drier, upper areas within the flood channel hold a variety of weedy upland plants
as well as some sub-shrub and herb-layer species common in alluvial scrub
situations, such as annual bur-sage (Ambrosia acanthicarpa), California
buckwheat, California sagebrush, jimsonweed (Datura spp.), slender buckwheat
(Eriogonum gracile), common horseweed (Conyza canadensis), Russian thistle
(Salsola tragus), and tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca).

Notably, scale-broom (Lepidospartum squamatum) is rare within this area, as are
other perennial shrubs associated with alluvial sage scrub as a defined
community (see Vail Speck Associates, Inc. 1992, Barbour and Wirka 1997).
For this reason, no areas of alluvial sage scrub community are considered to be
present within the area.
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A remaining vegetation type consists of agricultural fields planted and actively
maintained for wildlife forage, especially for ducks and geese. Within this area,
these fields are approximately 150 acres, mostly at Hidden Valley Wildlife Area.
However, there are some additional agricultural areas—as well as golf courses—
in nearby uplands.

Wildlife

Species richness and diversity of wildlife using the area are high. The richness
and diversity are suggested by the naming of the Santa Ana River from SR-60
through Prado Basin as one of the 148 “Important Bird Areas of California”
(Cooper 2004). It is also shown by local documentation of wildlife use. For
example, Zembal and Kramer (1985) documented 225 species of fish and
terrestrial vertebrates during their study of Prado Basin. Almost 80 percent of the
terrestrial vertebrates were bird species. While many of these bird species breed
locally, a substantial fraction of the total is present only in non-breeding roles
(e.g., Neotropical migrants and wintering species). This fraction includes the
majority of waterbird species, such as geese, ducks, gulls, terns, and shorebirds.
This area provides both nesting and foraging habitats for a wide variety of birds
of prey, with 7 to 10 species of hawks (order Falconiformes) and owls (order
Strigiformes) expected to nest and a similar number of species expected to occur
regularly but not breed. Prado Basin is home to the second largest population of
the state and federally endangered least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), as
well as small numbers of southwestern willow flycatchers (Empidonax traillii
extimus) and western yellow-billed cuckoos (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis).

At least 24 species of mammals, other than bats, are expected to occur regularly
in this area. There appears to be no published information on the occurrence of
bats in this area. However, conditions and location appear suitable for 14
species, and probably half or more of the 14 actually occur regularly. None of
the 14 species with potential are currently listed as endangered or threatened at
either the state or federal levels, but several species are of concern. Including bat
species, the total for regularly occurring mammals is probably between 30 and 40
species. Apart from the bats, only one mammal has special regulatory status, and
that one probably occurs only marginally, black-tailed jackrabbit, with the local
subspecies a state Species of Special Concern. Seven mammals—roughly 20
percent of the mammal species total—are nonnative.

While there has been no formal or quantitative evaluation of this area as a
wildlife corridor, virtually the entire length appears passable to travel on foot by
most medium-sized to large mammals. With the landscape context of this area
along the river channel, with the supporting topography, and with the potential
resources present—especially water and cover—it is highly likely that this area
constitutes a functioning wildlife corridor for terrestrial vertebrates. It appears
that many birds use the river flood channel as a movement corridor, for flocks of
birds frequently follow far up or far down along the channel, and migrant birds
frequently enter or leave the riparian areas and ponds at dawn and dusk.
Similarly, it is likely that this area provides valuable linkage for gene flow among
less mobile species, including plants and invertebrates. While this area also
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provides such functions for disease organisms and invading, nonnative species,
the fact that it is an existing, natural corridor suggests that it probably provides a
net benefit for the resources present in this regard (Simberloff and Cox 1987,
Simberloff et al. 1992).

A number of invasive, terrestrial animal species with adverse effects on native
fauna are established within in this area. These invasive species include
Argentine ant (Linepithema humile), crayfish (Procambarus species), bullfrog
(Rana catesbeiana), slider (Trachemys scripta, also known as Pseudemys
scripta), and feral pig (Sus scrofa) (Zembal and Kramer 1985).

Fishes

At least nine native fishes have been documented from non-estuarine portions of
the Santa Ana River (Swift et al. 1993, Moyle 2002). This portion of the Santa
Ana River currently supports either two or three native fishes, specifically Santa
Ana sucker, arroyo chub, and possibly the not-yet-formally described Santa Ana
subspecies of speckled dace.

The bulk of the Santa Ana sucker population in the Santa Ana River occurs from
the Rialto Drain tributary in the Colton, downstream to approximately 2,000 feet
below Mission Avenue in the City. Smaller numbers are present downstream, in
and beyond in this area, to a short distance below Imperial Highway in Orange
County. Historic upper Santa Ana River populations in Fish and Santiago
Canyons and Cajon and City Creeks are extirpated (Swift et al. 1993, San Marino
Environmental Associates. 2003, Moyle 2002).

While arroyo chub remains common in some other drainages (e.g., upper Santa
Margarita River), it is now an uncommon fish or “scarce” (Swift et al. 1993) in
the Santa Ana River. The chub occurs roughly from the City of Riverside into
upper Orange County, below Prado Dam, thus including all of this area (Swift et
al. 1993, Moyle et al. 1995).

Santa Ana speckled dace has been recorded once in recent times within this area
or very close, but its current status is unknown (DFG 2004).

More than 30 nonnative fishes are documented to have been introduced into the
Santa Ana River (Swift et al. 1993). Nonnatives known or potentially well
established within in this area include threadfin shad, common carp, brown
bullhead, western mosquitofish, bluegill, green sunfish, and largemouth bass.
Introductions continue because of fishermen discarding bait and both accidental
and intentional releases by aquaculturists and pet owners.
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Existing and Proposed Conservation Areas

This section describes existing and proposed conservation areas in or near the
project area, together with the relevant provisions of approved conservation
programs for those areas. The information is organized into four subsections:

B existing reserves,
m  WRC MSHCP,
m  SKR HCP, and

m additional information about conservation areas along the Santa Ana River.

Existing Reserves

The following existing reserves are located in or near the project area. (Also see
“Additional Information Regarding Conservation Areas along the Santa Ana
River” below.)

Box Springs Mountain Reserve

Box Springs Mountain Reserve includes 1,155 acres located east of I-215 and
SR-60, near the San Bernardino County line. This open space area abuts the
University of California, Riverside campus, and the western segment of
Riverside. The reserve is owned and managed by the Riverside County Parks
and Open Space District. The reserve is characterized by sage-scrub-dominated
hillsides intermixed with rock outcrops, with chaparral hillsides and grasslands
on the eastern side. Permitted uses on the reserve include equestrian and hiking.
The reserve is patrolled by Riverside County personnel.

Box Springs Reserve

The 160-acre Box Springs Reserve is located about 4 miles east of Riverside.
The reserve, established in 1965, is under lease from the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management and is part of the University of California Natural Reserve System
owned by the University of California Regents and funded by the University of
California, Riverside. Box Springs Reserve is located on steeply sloped, rugged
granitic terrain in the northern part of the WRC MSHCP plan area. The site
contains sage scrub and chamise chaparral natural community types. The
Riversidian sage scrub is disturbed due to frequent human-caused fires and
off-road vehicles. A spring on adjacent property gives rise to freshwater seeps
and an intermittent stream. There are currently no monitoring programs and few
land management activities occurring at Box Springs Reserve.
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Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park

The Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park includes approximately 1,550 acres and
is located east of Canyon Crest Drive, south of Central Avenue, west of [-215,
and north of Alessandro Boulevard. Sycamore Canyon forms the main landmark
within the park. It is one of the core reserves established under the SKR HCP.
About 100 acres of the park are owned by the California State Wildlife
Conservation Board. This parcel is referred to as the Sycamore Canyon
Ecological Reserve. The reserve consists of a mixture of sage scrub and
grassland communities. A portion of the park has riparian vegetation associated
with Sycamore Canyon. Tequesquite Arroyo is a drainage west of the reserve.
Water within Sycamore Canyon and Tequesquite Arroyo drain into the Santa
Ana River. The City of Riverside Parks and Recreation Department owns and
manages the park/Stephens’ kangaroo rat core reserve.

March Air Reserve Base

March Air Reserve Base is located between Moreno Valley, Perris, and Riverside
and straddles [-215. Approximately 1,178 acres of open space largely in the
northwest portion of the base have been dedicated as reserve land and transferred
to the March Joint Powers Authority. The reserve area is primarily grassland
intermixed with riparian systems and, in conjunction with Sycamore Canyon,
was identified as a core reserve under the SKR HCP. The Center for Natural
Lands Management has managed this conservation area, focusing on Stephens’
kangaroo rat monitoring and the elimination of nonnative invasive grasses. With
the acquisition of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat and other open space in Potrero
Valley, the reserve lands for the March Air Reserve Base will be released from
conservation. This transfer was anticipated in the SKR HCP and also is
consistent with the WRC MSHCP.

Lake Mathews/Estelle Mountain Reserve

The Lake Mathews/Estelle Mountain Reserve includes more than 12,000 acres
and is one of the core reserves established under the SKR HCP. It is located east
of Interstate 15 (I-15) near Lake Mathews in northwestern Riverside County.
The reserve consists of the State Ecological Reserve at Lake Mathews, a
mitigation bank established under the Lake Mathews Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan, lands acquired by
the RCHCA under the SKR HCP, the Estelle Mountain Ecological Reserve, and
BLM lands. There are several private inholdings within and adjacent to the
reserve that are being considered for addition to the management area.
Agreements have been made with Riverside County Waste Management for
future contribution of an additional 286 acres to the reserve as a result of impacts
incurred at the El Sobrante Landfill.

In the vicinity of the southern shore of Lake Mathews, the reserve largely
consists of grassland and sage scrub communities. Several areas drain into Lake
Mathews from the surrounding hills and consist of riparian vegetation types. The
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western portion of the reserve is characterized by steeply sloping hillsides
dominated by sage scrub vegetation. The eastern slopes of the reserve consist of
a mixture of sage scrub, chaparral, and grassland communities. The southern
portions of the reserve are dominated by a mixture of grassland and sage scrub
vegetation, with some agricultural land. The landscape is dotted with areas of
woodland and forest as well as tributaries and drainages to Cajalco Creek and the
Temescal Wash. Aside from Cajalco Road, La Sierra Avenue, and Mockingbird
Canyon Road, the reserve is devoid of major arterial circulation routes.
Therefore, this reserve is one of the largest blocks of contiguous open space
within western Riverside County.

A reserve management committee has been formed to develop management
directives for the reserve management team. The management team is
responsible for day-to-day maintenance, patrolling, scientific research, and
development of management proposals for review by the reserve management
committee. In addition to Lake Mathews/Estelle Mountain Reserve management,
the reserve manager is involved with corresponding policy development and
management of other reserve areas throughout western Riverside County.
Management activities take place on about 50 percent of the reserve. The reserve
is not open to public for recreational uses but is subject to grazing, illegal
dumping, and off-road vehicles. Management of the reserve focuses largely on
Stephens’ kangaroo rat and coastal California gnatcatcher.

Harford Springs Reserve

Harford Springs Reserve is located south of the eastern portion of Lake
Mathews/Estelle Mountain Reserve. This 325-acre park is located within the
Gavilan Hills and is owned and maintained by the County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District. Harford Springs Reserve consists of a mixture of chaparral,
sage scrub, grassland, woodland, and forest communities. It is largely
undeveloped and is managed for equestrian use as well as hiking and wildlife
viewing. Day uses such as picnicking and hiking are permitted; overnight
camping is not permitted.

WRC MSHCP

This subsection describes existing and proposed levels of conservation under the
WRC MSHCP in or near the project area. Existing and proposed levels of
conservation are based on conservation targets and biological considerations and
issues identified in the WRC MSHCP for the four area plans that include the
project area: Riverside/Norco, Lake Mathews/Woodcrest, Jurupa, and
Highgrove. Figure 3B-3 shows existing and proposed conservation areas in the
entire WRC MSHCP plan area. Table 3B-4 indicates existing levels of
conservation and proposed target acres of additional conservation by area plan.
Since approval of the plan in June 2004, 31,078 acres have been added to the
reserve system: 13,941 acres purchased by the Regional Conservation Agency or
its members, 10,355 acres added by state agencies, 5,385 acres added by federal
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agencies, and 1,397 acres conserved by various other means (see Figure 3B-1B
for distribution).

Table 3B-4. Existing Levels of Conservation and Proposed Targets for Additional Conservation in the
WRC MSHCP Plan Area by Area Plan (in acres)*

Area Plan Existing Levels of Conservation as of Additional Conservation
June 2004 (acres)* Target** (acres)
Riverside/Norco 3,375 90-240
Santa Ana River South 75-200
Sycamore Canyon West 15-40
Lake Mathews/Woodcrest 13,480 3,215-5,470
Lake Mathews East 1,140-1,680
Dawson Canyon 815-1,090
Gavilan Hills West 1,175-2,475
Good Hope West 85-225
Jurupa 3,340 890-1,870
Santa Ana River North 135-245
Jurupa Mountains 445-1,055
Delhi Sands Area 310-570
Highgrove 1,105 345-675
Sycamore Canyon/Box Springs 95-180
Central
Springbrook Wash North 250-495
Eastvale 895 145-290
Elsinore 54,800 11,700-18,515
Harvest Valley/Winchester 5,890 430-605
Lakeview/Nuevo 740 6,650-10,235
March Air Reserve Base 1,178%** None***
Mead Valley 3,095 1,885-3,635
Reche Canyon/Badlands 20,295 10,520-15,610
Riverside Extended Mountain 150,915 41,400-58,470
(REMAP)
San Jacinto 11,540 11,540-19,465
Sun City/Menifee Valley 425 1,120-1,585
Southwest 35,795 22,500-36,360
Temescal Canyon 26,070 3,485-5,800
The Pass 13,970 8,540-13,925
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Area Plan Existing Levels of Conservation as of Additional Conservation
June 2004 (acres)* Target** (acres)

Note

* Since June 2004, 31,078 acres have been added to the reserve system: 13,941 acres purchased by the Regional
Conservation Agency or its members, 10,355 acres added by state agencies, 5,385 acres added by federal agencies,
and 1,397 acres conserved by various other means (see Figure 3B-1B for distribution).

**The proposed targets for additional conservation are the conservation goals for the agencies implementing the
WRC MSHCP and will be attained through a variety of measures.

*#*Under the SKR HCP, the conserved habitat at the March Air Reserve Base is being traded for conserved lands in
Potrero Valley.

Source: Riverside County 2003b (Section 3.0 of Volume I); Regional Conservation Agency website, Habitat
Conservation Summary as of Augusts 24, 2006.

Terminology

In the WRC MSHCP, a specific terminology is used regarding existing and
proposed levels of conservation, species covered by the plan, and actions to
implement the plan. Definitions of key terms used in the WRC MSHCP are
provided below (also see Table 3B-2).

m  Additional Reserve Lands. Conserved habitat totaling approximately
153,000 acres that is needed to meet the goals and objectives of the WRC
MSHCP.

B Area Plan Subunit. A portion of an Area Plan for which biological issues
and considerations and target acreages have been specified in Section 3.3 of
the WRC MSHCP, Volume I.

m  Biological Issues and Considerations. A list of biological factors to be
used by the plan participants in assembly of the WRC MSHCP conservation
area. Biological issues and considerations are identified for each area plan
subunit in Section 3.3 of the WRC MSHCP, Volume I.

m  Conserved Habitat. Land that is permanently protected and managed in its
natural state for the benefit of the covered species under legal arrangements
that prevent its conversion to other land uses and the institutional
arrangements that provide for its ongoing management.

m  Core Area. A block of habitat of appropriate size, configuration, and
vegetation characteristics to generally support the life history requirements of
one or more covered species.

m  Covered Species. The current 146 species within the WRC MSHCP plan
area that will be conserved by the WRC MSHCP when it is implemented.

m Linkage. A connection between core areas with adequate size,
configuration, and vegetation to generally provide for “live-in” habitat and/or
provide for genetic flow for identified planning species.
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®  Narrow Endemic Plant Species. Plant species which are highly restricted
by their habitat affinities, edaphic requirements, or other ecological factors,
and for which specific conservation measures have been identified in Section
6.1.3 of the WRC MSHCP, Volume I.

m  Non-Contiguous Habitat Block. A block of habitat not connected to other
habitat via a linkage or constrained linkage.

m  Planning Species. Subsets of covered species that are identified to provide
guidance for the assembly of reserves in cores and linkages and/or area plans.

m  Public/Quasi-Public Lands. Subset of WRC MSHCP conservation area
totaling about 347,000 acres of land known to be in public/private ownership
and expected to be managed for open space value and/or in a manner that
contributes to the conservation of covered species.

Riverside/Norco Area Plan

The Riverside/Norco Area Plan includes approximately 3,375 acres of conserved
or otherwise protected habitat. As shown in Figure 3B-4, the existing conserved
habitat is concentrated along the Santa Ana River and in Sycamore Canyon
Wilderness Park. Under the WRC MSHCP, the goal is to conserve an additional
90 to 240 acres in the Riverside/Norco Area Plan, with approximately 75 to 200
acres added along the Santa Ana River and 15 to 40 acres added to Sycamore
Canyon Park. Of the 90 to 240 additional acres, approximately 60 to 140 acres
would be in Norco, and 55 to 125 acres would be in Riverside. Between June
2004 and August 24, 2006, no additional lands have been conserved under the
MSHCEP in this Area Plan.

Planning species and the biological issues and considerations identified in the
WRC MSHCP for the Riverside/Norco Area Plan are listed in Table 3B-5.
Additional detail is provided in Section 3.3.17 of the WRC MSHCP, Volume I.
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Table 3B-5. Biological Issues and Considerations and Planning Species for the Riverside/Norco Area

Plan

Subunit Planning Species Biological Issues and Considerations

Santa Ana = Santa Ana River woollystar = Conserve existing wetlands

River South = Arroyo chub = Conserve alluvial fan sage scrub to support
= Santa Ana sucker key populations of Santa Ana River woolly-
* Western pond turtle star
» Black-crowned night-heron = Conserve habitgt for least Bell’s vireo,
« Burrowing owl southwe;tern willow flycatcher, and western

, yellow-billed cuckoo

" Cooper’s hawk = Provide for and maintain a linkage along the
* Double-crested cormorant Santa Ana River from the east boundary of
* Downy woodpecker Riverside to the Prado Basin
* Least Bell’s vireo = Conserve foraging and breeding habitat in
= Loggerhead shrike adjacent grasslands to support special status
= Osprey bird species such as burrowing owl and
= Peregrine falcon loggerhead shrike
» Southwestern willow flycatcher = Maintain core and linkage habitat for bobcat
= Tree swallow = Maintain core area for western pond turtle
*» Western yellow-billed cuckoo = Maintain habitat for arroyo chub and Santa
* White-faced ibis Ana sucker
= White-tailed kite
= Yellow-breasted chat
= Yellow warbler
= Bobcat

Sycamore = Bell’s sage sparrow = Augment conservation in Sycamore

Canyon West L]

Loggerhead shrike

Southern California rufous-crowned

sparrow
Bobcat

Source: Riverside County 2003b (Section 3.3.17 of Volume I)

Canyon/Box Canyon unit of Highgrove Area
Plan

Conservation grasslands adjacent to sage
scrub for foraging habitat for raptors
Maintain linkage area for bobcat

Conserve upland habitat supporting Bell’s
sage sparrow and Southern California rufous-
crowned sparrow

Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan

The Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan includes approximately 13,480 acres of
conserved or otherwise protected habitat. As shown in Figure 3B-5, the existing
conserved habitat is concentrated in the vicinity of Lake Mathews and Estelle
Mountain, Dawson Canyon, Gavilan Hills, and Good Hope. Existing reserves
include those at Lake Mathews, Estelle Mountain, Steele Peak, and North Peak.
U.S. Bureau of Land Management parcels in the area also have protected habitat.
Under the WRC MSHCP, the goal is to conserve an additional 3,215 to 5,470
acres in this area plan: 1,140 to 1,680 acres in the vicinity of Lake Mathews, 815
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Riverside Public Utilities Department

Section 3B. Biological Resources

to 1,090 near Dawson Canyon, 1,175 to 2,475 acres in Gavilan Hills, and 85 to
225 acres near Good Hope. Between June 2004 and August 24, 2006, no
additional lands have been conserved under the MSHCP in this Area Plan.

Planning species and the biological issues and considerations identified in the
WRC MSHCEP for the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan are listed in
Table 3B-6. Additional detail is provided in Section 3.3.7 of the WRC MSHCP,

Volume I.

Table 3B-6. Planning Species and Biological Issues and Considerations for the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest

Area Plan
Subunit Planning Species Biological Issues and Considerations
Lake Mathews = Long-spined spine flower = Conserve clay soils supporting long-spined
East = Palmer’s grapplinghook spineflower

= Small-flowered microseris

= Small-flowered morning-glory

= Quino checkerspot butterfly

= Western pond turtle

= Bell’s sage sparrow

= Burrowing owl

= Cactus wren

= Coastal California gnatcatcher

= Grasshopper sparrow

= Loggerhead shrike

= Northern harrier

= Southern California rufous-crowned
sparrow

= White-tailed kite

= Bobcat

= Mountain lion

= Stephens’ kangaroo rat

= Conserve existing intact upland habitat in the La
Sierra Hills augmenting Lake Mathews/Estelle
Mountain Reserve

= Provide for and maintain a connection from
eastern edge of Temescal Wash to existing Lake
Mathews/Estelle Mountain Reserve

= Conserve clay soils supporting special status plant
species known to occur in the area plan

= Conserve existing wetlands along Cajalco Wash

= Conserve existing populations of Bell’s sage
sparrow and coastal California gnatcatcher

= Maintain core areas for bobcat, mountain lion, and
Stephens’ kangaroo rat

= Maintain core and linkage habitat for western
pond turtle

= Maintain opportunities for core and linkage habitat
for Quino checkerspot butterfly.

Dawson = Bell’s sage sparrow
Canyon = Coastal California gnatcatcher
= Cooper’s hawk
= White-tailed kite
= Yellow-breasted chat
= Yellow warbler
= Bobcat
= Mountain lion
= Stephens’ kangaroo rat

= Conserve existing upland habitat in Dawson
Canyon area augmenting the existing Estelle
Mountain Reserve

= Conserve existing populations of coastal
California gnatcatcher and Bell’s sage sparrow

= Maintain core areas for bobcat and Stephen’s
kangaroo rat

= Maintain linkage area for mountain lion
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Riverside Public Utilities Department

Section 3B. Biological Resources

Subunit Planning Species Biological Issues and Considerations
Gavilan Hills = Long-spined spine flower = Conserve upland habitat to form connections
West = Many-stemmed dudleya between Hartford Springs Reserve, Steele Peak
= Munz’s onion Reserve, and U.S. Bureau of Land Management
= Palmer’s grapplinghook parcels in area
= Small-flowered microseris = Conserve clay soils supporting special status plant
= Small-flowered morning-glory species known to occur in the subunit
= Quino checkerspot butterfly = Conserve existing populations of Bell’s sage
= Bell’s sage sparrow sparrow
= Bobcat = Provide opportunities for reintroduction of Quino
= Stephens’ kangaroo rat checkerspot butterfly
= Maintain linkage areas for bobcat and Stephen’s
kangaroo rat
Good Hope = Quino checkerspot butterfly = Conserve upland habitat to form connections
West = Bell’s sage sparrow between North Peak Reserve, Steele Peak

= Bobcat
= Stephens’ kangaroo rat

Source: Riverside County 2003b (Section 3.3.7 of Volume I).

Reserve, and U.S. Bureau of Land Management
parcels in the area

Conserve existing populations of Bell’s sage
sparrow

Conserve existing wetlands with a focus on
conservation of existing riparian woodland,
coastal sage scrub, alluvial fan scrub, and open
water habitats

Maintain core and linkage habitat for bobcat
Maintain linkage area for Stephens’ kangaroo rat
Maintain opportunities for core and linkage habitat
for Quino checkerspot butterfly

Jurupa Area Plan

The Jurupa Area Plan includes approximately 3,340 acres of conserved or
otherwise protected habitat. As shown in Figure 3B-6, the existing conserved

habitat is concentrated along the Santa Ana River, in the Jurupa Mountains, and
in areas with Delhi Sands. Under the WRC MSHCP, the goal is to conserve an
additional 890 to 1,870 acres in the Jurupa Area Plan: 135 to 245 acres along the
Santa Ana River, 445 to 1,055 acres in the Jurupa Mountains, and 220 acres of
Delhi Sands. Between June 2004 and August 24, 2006, no additional lands have
been conserved under the MSHCP in this Area Plan.

Planning species and the biological issues and considerations identified in the
WRC MSHCEP for the Jurupa Area Plan are listed in Table 3B-7. Additional
detail is provided in Section 3.3.6 and Table 9-2 of the WRC MSHCP, Volume I.
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Riverside Public Utilities Department

Section 3B. Biological Resources

Table 3B-7. Planning Species and Biological Issues and Considerations for the Jurupa Area Plan

Subunit Planning Species Biological Issues and Considerations
Santa Ana = Arroyo chub = Conserve existing wetlands along the Santa Ana
River North = Santa Ana sucker River, with focus on conserving existing habitats in
= Western pond turtle the river
= Black-crowned night-heron = Conserve known populations of least Bell’s vireo
= Cooper’s hawk and southwestern willow flycatcher along the river
= Double-crested cormorant = Maintain continuous linkage along the river from
= Least Bell’s vireo northern to western boundary of the area plan
= Loggerhead shrike * Maintain core and linkage habitat for bobcat
= Osprey = Maintain core area for western pond turtle
= Peregrine falcon
= Southwestern willow flycatcher
= Tree swallow
= Western yellow-billed cuckoo
= White-faced ibis
= White-tailed kite
= Bobcat
Jurupa = Delhi Sands flower-loving fly = Conserve large intact habitat blocks of coastal sage
Mountains = Bell’s sage sparrow scrub, chaparral, and grasslands to support known
= Coastal California gnatcatcher locations of coastal California gnatcatcher
= Loggerhead shrike = Conserve grasslands adjacent to sage scrub as
= Southern California rufous- foraging habitat for raptors
crowned sparrow = Determine presence of potential core area for bobcat
= Bobcat = Determine presence of potential small key
= Los Angeles pocket mouse population for San Bernardino kangaroo rat in
= San Bernardino kangaroo rat Jurupa Hills
= Determine presence of potential localities for Los
Angeles pocket mouse in sandy washed and dune
areas
= Maintain core and linkage habitat for Delhi Sands
flower-loving fly
Delhi Sands = Delhi Sands flower-loving fly = Conserve Delhi soils series occurring within

= Los Angeles pocket mouse

agricultural lands along western and northeastern
boundary of the area plan to support known
locations of Delhi Sands flower-loving fly
Determine presence of potential localities for Los
Angeles pocket mouse in sandy washes and dune
areas

Maintain core and linkage habitat for Delhi Sands
flower-loving fly

Source: Riverside County 2003b (Section 3.3.6 and Table 9-2 of Volume I).

Highgrove Area Plan

The Highgrove Area Plan includes approximately 1,105 acres of conserved or
otherwise protected habitat. As shown in Figure 3B-7, the existing conserved
habitat includes portions of Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park and Box Springs
Reserve. Under the WRC MSHCP, the goal is to conserve an additional 345 to
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3B. Biological Resources

675 acres in this area plan: 95 to 180 acres connected to Sycamore Canyon
Wilderness Park and the Box Springs Reserve and 250 to 495 acres in
Springbrook Wash.

Planning species and the biological issues and considerations identified in the
WRC MSHCP for the Highgrove Area Plan are listed in Table 3B-8. Additional
detail is provided in Section 3.3.5 of the WRC MSHCP Volume 1.

Table 3B-8. Planning Species and Biological Issues and Considerations for Highgrove Area Plan

Subunit Planning Species Biological Issues and Considerations
Sycamore = Bell’s sage sparrow = Provide a contiguous linkage
Canyon/Box = (Cactus wren incorporating upland and wetland

Springs Central =

Bobcat habitats, connecting the Box

Springs and Sycamore Canyon
reserves
= Maintain linkage area for bobcat

Springbrook .
Wash North "

Coastal California gnatcatcher = Maintain contiguous linkage
Bobcat through Springbrook Wash from
Mountain lion Box Springs reserve to Santa Ana

River

= Maintain habitat connectivity with
Springbrook Wash to facilitate
conservation and distribution of
wetland species

= Conserve large blocks of
interconnected coastal sage scrub
habitat in order to connect coastal
California gnatcatcher populations
within Riverside County with those
at Blue Mountain in San Bernardino
County

= Maintain large blocks of
interconnected habitat including
grassland and coastal sage scrub for
raptor foraging habitat

= Maintain connection with Badlands
to east for bobcat and mountain
lion.

Source: Riverside County 2003b (Section 3.3.5 of Volume I).

SKR HCP

The plan area for the SKR HCP is located entirely within the WRC MSHCP plan
area.

Approved in 1996, the SKR HCP addresses the loss of 15,000 acres and the
conservation of 15,000 acres of Stephen’s kangaroo rat habitat within a 533,954-
acre plan area. The habitat conservation plan is being implemented by eight

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3B. Biological Resources

jurisdictions in western Riverside County who comprise the Riverside County
Habitat Conservation Agency. The 10(a) permit issued on approval of the habitat
conservation plan covers incidental take of Stephen’s kangaroo rat associated
with residential, commercial, and industrial development; property
improvements; ongoing agricultural operations; and public facilities, services,
and utilities. The conservation goal (15,000 acres) has been accomplished
through a series of acquisitions and land exchanges. As under the WRC
MSHCP, the additional conservation was planned to build on existing blocks of
protected habitat. Moreover, the reserves established under the SKR HCP
account for most of the existing core areas in the WRC MSHCP plan area.

The SKR HCP established seven core reserves: Lake Mathews/Estelle Mountain,
Diamond Valley Lake/Lake Skinner, Steel Peak, Lake Perris/San Jacinto
Wildlife Area, Motte Rimrock Reserve, March Air Reserve Base/Sycamore
Canyon, and Potrero Area of Critical Environmental Concern. The SKR HCP
will continue to be implemented independently of the WRC MSHCP. However,
the Stephen’s kangaroo rat core reserves will be managed as part of the WRC
MSHCP conservation area. This arrangement is consistent with the SKR HCP
and other management agreements for the existing reserves. Further, conserved
lands on March Air Base Reserve are being traded for conserved habitat in
Potrero Valley on lands recently acquired by DFG. The Potrero Valley lands are
outside the plan area for the SKR HCP but within the WRC MSHCP plan area
and have multiple species values.

Additional Information About Conservation Areas
Along the Santa Ana River

This section provides additional information about conserved or otherwise
protected lands along the Santa Ana River in or near the project area.

Santa Ana Regional Park

Santa Ana Regional Park refers to the parks, wildlife areas, and other open-space
areas along the portion of the Santa Ana River located in the northwestern
section of Riverside County. Santa Ana Regional Park is under the jurisdiction
of several landowners, including Riverside County Regional Parks and Open
Space Districts, DFG, the City, and Riverside County Flood Control District.
The park includes the Riverside County-owned 1,300-acre Hidden Valley
Wildlife Area, the 40-acre Martha McLean-Anza Narrows Park, Santa Ana River
Wildlife Area, and the 350-acre Rancho Jurupa Park. DFG owns a small portion
of the river channel within Hidden Valley Wildlife Area. The areas that make up
the park are situated alongside the Santa Ana River and support primarily
riparian vegetation and disturbed grasslands.

Management of the parks within the Santa Ana Regional Park varies according to
the presiding agency. County parks are managed for recreation and open space
conservation purposes. All county parks permit biking, hiking, equestrian use,

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3B. Biological Resources

and camping. Martha McLean-Anza Narrows Park and Rancho Jurupa Park have
improved campsites, and the latter has accommodations for recreational vehicles.
There are no camping facilities at Hidden Valley Wildlife Area. Management of
Hidden Valley Wildlife Area emphasizes wildlife habitat conservation and
enhancement. (The RWQCP wetland ponds were established in this area.) There
are efforts underway to improve wildlife habitat value in the riparian areas by
removing giant reed.

Prado Basin

Prado Basin is located northwest of Corona within the upper Santa Ana River
watershed. It supports riparian vegetation and disturbed grasslands. Most of the
basin is in federal ownership; however, portions are owned by Riverside County
and private landowners. It is generally managed for recreation and flood
control/water quality purposes. The Corps maintains and operates their facilities
at the Prado Dam and within the 4,000-acre Prado Flood Control Basin.
Riverside County owns the 1,837-acre Prado Basin Park and leases 110 acres to a
private entity for various events. OCWD owns about 2,400 acres within Prado
Basin that it manages as a flood control basin. These lands include about 465
acres of constructed wetland and 300 acres of wetland mitigation. The Santa Ana
Watershed Protection Authority also operates in the basin and is examining ways
to develop information and analytical tools to define water-related resource
problems and opportunities within the Upper Santa Ana River watershed. This
proposed study may affect future management practices in the Prado Basin.

Chino Hills State Park

Chino Hills State Park is located within Orange, San Bernardino, and Riverside
Counties and is managed by the California Department of Parks and Recreation.
The southeastern tip is in western Riverside County, north of SR-91 and west of
State Route 71 (SR-71). Chino Hills State Park includes approximately 13,000
acres, of which 350 acres are within Riverside County. The park permits hiking,
biking, horseback riding, picnicking, and camping on site. The park is
characterized by valleys, canyons, hills, and steep slopes. The two principal
drainage areas are Telegraph Canyon and Aliso Canyon. The dominant
vegetation type in the park is nonnative annual grassland. However, walnut
woodlands, sage scrub, coast live oak woodland, sycamore woodland, chaparral,
and riparian scrub also occur. The park is working to restore natural
communities affected by livestock grazing, fire suppression, and nonnative
species. There are efforts to remove invasive plant species through prescribed
burns or manual removal. There are also programs to remove exotic wildlife.
Chino Hills depends on interconnections to other open space areas for the
exchange of genetic material, dispersal of plants, movement of animals, and as
sources for repopulating after a natural catastrophe. Open space linkages for
Chino Hills are Coal Canyon, Sonome Canyon, and the Prado Basin area.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3B. Biological Resources

Orange County Water District Lands

OCWD owns approximately 2,400 acres behind the Prado Dam in western
Riverside County. OCWD lands are part of the Prado Flood Control Basin and
consist of nearly 465 acres of constructed wetland and a 300-acre wetland
mitigation site along the Santa Ana River. The district leases another 130 acres
for recreational purposes, and the rest is classified as upland undeveloped land.
It has set aside 124 acres of least Bell’s vireo habitat and provided funding for a
conservation program for this species. The conservation program includes
cowbird trapping and removal of giant reed along the Santa Ana River. OCWD
funds and maintains its lands. It permits duck hunting within the constructed
wetlands and pheasant hunting on adjacent areas. There are also facilities for dog
training and a shooting range located adjacent to the wetland areas.

Impacts and Mitigation

This section analyzes the potential for the proposed project to adversely affect
biological resources, evaluates whether the effects are significant, and identifies
mitigation to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. The analysis is
organized into five subsections:

B assumptions,

®  methodology,

m  significance criteria,

B impacts, and

B mitigation for significant impacts.

Cumulative effects of the proposed project are considered in Chapter 4 of this
draft PEIR.

Assumptions

Because implementation of the recycled water program in the Master Plan would
require site-specific planning and would occur over several years, the following
assumptions were made regarding the final planning and phasing of the recycled
water system and the duration of the proposed project’s effects:

1. The detailed plans for each phase and component of the recycled water
system would be prepared in accordance with all relevant provisions of the
WRC MSHCP, as well as City and Riverside County requirements.

2. Based on the conceptual design in the Master Plan, the Phase I expansion
would serve already developed areas of Riverside and the Jurupa Community
Service District. Approximately 47,026 linear feet of core system pipeline,
plus an unknown amount of lateral distribution pipeline, would be installed.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006
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Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3B. Biological Resources

No new storage facilities or pumping stations would be needed to implement
Phase I. Phase I also could be built as a stand-alone system (i.e., the rest of
the core system would not be built).

3. Based on the conceptual design in the Master Plan, the core distribution
system would serve already developed and new communities within
Riverside, its sphere of influence, and Jurupa Area Plan. Except for Phase I,
the phasing of the entire core system is not specified in the master plan. For
purposes of this draft PEIR, it is assumed that the system would be built over
a 20-year period. Approximately 272,000 linear feet of pipeline (plus an
unknown amount of lateral distribution pipeline), three storage facilities, and
seven booster pumping stations would be needed for a 21,400-afy-capacity
system.

4. The agricultural use system would be designed to deliver up to 21,000 afy of
recycled water for wide-scale agricultural use in the project area. The
delivery system would likely include a combination of canals and pipelines.
For purposes of this draft PEIR, it is assumed that the agricultural use system
would connect with the core distribution system for its supply of recycled
water.

5. The amount of treated effluent diverted to the recycled water system would
increase incrementally over a 20-year period and would reach 41,400 afy (the
full amount of the requested appropriation of water rights) by 2025. Under
this assumption, the core distribution system and agricultural use system
would be completed by 2025 and approximately 41,400 afy of recycled water
would be used in the project area. Table 3B-9 presents the projected levels
of recycled water diversion/use.

6. The amount of treated effluent discharged into the Santa Ana River would
gradually decrease over the same 20-year period but would never drop below
25,000 afy (see Table 3B-9).

7. The permitted wastewater treatment capacity of the RWQCP would need to
be increased, and the facility itself would likely require expansion to treat
67,400 afy of wastewater.

8. The final design and implementation of the project components would
incorporate the impact avoidance and minimization measures (including best
management practices) identified in the WRC MSHCP.
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Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 3B-44
J&S 04344.04



Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3B. Biological Resources

Table 3B-9. Estimated Amount of Recycled Water Diverted and Effluent Discharged from Regional Water
Quality Control Plant from 2000 through 2050 (in acre feet per year)

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

Diverted to 300 2,270 11,000 21,000 31,000 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400
Recycled
Water
System

Discharged 36,000 39,730 37,000 33,000 29,000 25,000 26,000 26,000 26,000 26,000 26,000
into Santa
Ana River

Total 36,300 42,000 48,000 54,000 60,000 66,400 67,400 67,400 67,400 67,400 67,400
RWQCP
Effluent

Source: Riverside Public Utilities Department 2004.

Methodology

Potential impacts of concern were determined based on issues identified in the
initial study, issues raised in responses to the notice of preparation, effects that
would trigger mandatory findings of significance as specified in Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines, and the biological issues and considerations in the WRC
MSHCP and SKR HCP that apply to the project area. Four categories of
biological impacts were identified:

BIO-IMP-1:  Species Impacts. Harm to any species identified as a listed,
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by DFG or USFWS.

BIO-IMP-2: Special Status Communities and Critical Habitat Impacts.
Destruction, degradation, functional impairment, or other
adverse modification of terrestrial or aquatic special status
communities, and critical habitat for federally listed species.

BIO-IMP-3: Linkage/Corridor Impacts. Destruction, fragmentation, or
degradation of a wildlife movement corridor or habitat linkage
area.

BIO-IMP-4: Conservation Area/Program Impacts. Destruction,
fragmentation, or degradation of an existing conservation area or
an area proposed for conservation under an approved plan or
program.

For purposes of the impact analysis, the components of the proposed project were
grouped into the following activities:

m  Phase I Expansion. Construction, operation, and maintenance of the Phase |
expansion, with Phase I treated as a stand-alone project.
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m  Core Distribution System. Construction, operation, and maintenance of the
core distribution system, including distribution systems outside Riverside.

m  Agricultural Use System. Construction, operation, and maintenance of the
agricultural use system.

m  Use of Recycled Water. Use of recycled water from the RWQCP within the
project area.

m  Diversion/Discharge. Diversion of treated effluent to the recycled water
system and the resulting change in discharge from the RWQCP to the Santa
Ana River.

m  Treatment Capacity Expansion. Expansion of the wastewater treatment
capacity of the RWQCP.

All of the above activities are associated with the adoption of the Master Plan by
the City and the appropriation of 41,400 afy of Santa Ana River water rights by
the State Water Resources Control Board. Each activity is evaluated for its
potential to directly or indirectly result in one or more of the impacts of concern.
In determining direct and indirect effects, the following considerations were
applied. Direct impacts are those effects of a project that occur at the same time
and place, such as removal of habitat and harm to species due to excavation or
grading. Indirect impacts are those effects of a project that occur either later in
time or at a distance from the project location but are reasonably foreseeable,
such as loss of aquatic species from upstream effects on water quality. Direct
and indirect impacts can also vary in duration and result in temporary, short-term,
and long-term effects on biological resources. A temporary effect would occur
only during the activity. A short-term effect would last from the time an activity
ceases to some intermediate period of approximately 1 to 5 years (i.e.,
repopulation of habitat following restoration). A long-term or permanent effect
would last longer than 5 years after an activity ceases. Long-term effects may be
the result of ongoing maintenance and operation of a project, or may result in a
permanent change in the condition of a resource, in which case it could be
considered a permanent effect.

Significance Criteria

Significance criteria for the analysis were established based on a combination of
two considerations:

m Effects on biological resources that would trigger mandatory findings of
significance as specified in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, and

m Effects on biological resources that would be inconsistent with the terms and
conditions of two approved conservation programs that cover the project area
—the WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP.

The CEQA mandatory finding of significance applies if the project has the
potential to:
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m  substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
m cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
m threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, and/or

m  substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered.

Effects that would be inconsistent with the terms and conditions of the WRC
MSHCP or SKR HCP also are considered potentially significant because such
effects would interfere with or preclude the implementation of the conservation
plans that cover potentially affected habitats and species in the project area.
Implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP is the means for avoiding,
reducing, and mitigating potentially significant effects of the proposed project on
biological resources. Therefore, potentially significant effects on implementation
of the two plans as well as potentially significant effects on species and habitats
are the focus of this PEIR.

Further, the WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP are the type of approved conservation
plans anticipated in the revised language of Section 15065 of State CEQA
Guidelines; i.e., the plans:

®m are being implemented by the City and other agencies in the project area;
®m  have been approved by USFWS and DFG;
®m  have been analyzed in environmental impact reports, and

m  preserve, restore, or enhance sufficient habitat to mitigate a reduction in
habitat and number of the affected species to below a level of significance.

By analyzing potentially significant impacts to plan implementation as well as to
species and habitat, this PEIR provides a basis for a) future determinations by the
City regarding the type and focus of CEQA review as components of the
Recycled Water Program are implemented, (b) findings regarding feasibility of
alternatives and mitigation measures, and (c) adoption of a statement of
overriding considerations.

For purposes of the PEIR, the above considerations are combined into the
following significance criteria:

The impact is potentially significant if the project would:

1. have a substantial adverse effect on a listed species, a candidate for state
listing, a state fully protected species, or a planning species identified in the
WRC MSHCEP for the four area plans that include project area;

2. have a substantial adverse effect on a riparian, wetland, other special status
community, or proposed or designated critical habitat for a listed species;

3. interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites, or obstruct
genetic flow for identified planning species;
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4. introduce a land use that would result in substantial adverse modification or
degradation of an existing conservation area, substantial edge effects on an
existing conservation area, or would preclude the assembly of a proposed

conservation area;

5. conflict with the provisions of the WRC MSHCP, SKR HCP, or other
approved conservation plan that applies to the project area or adjacent lands;

or

6. conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as the City’s tree preservation policy and ordinance.

Impact Analysis

Table 3B-10. Summary List of Impacts and Level of Significance

The biological resources impact analysis is qualitative and programmatic. As
components of the proposed project undergo final planning and design, project-
level analyses will be conducted. Table 3B-10 summarizes the impacts
associated with the proposed project and their level of significance; potentially
significant impacts are highlighted in bold. Mitigation measures for significant
impacts are identified by number at the end of each impact analysis and described

in the “Mitigation” section.

Impact ID

Type of Impact

Level of Impact

Species Impacts

BIO-IMP-1A-1

BIO-IMP-1A-2

BIO-IMP-1B-1

BIO-IMP-1B-2

BIO-IMP-1C-1

BIO-IMP-1C-2

BIO-IMP-1D

BIO-IMP-1E

BIO-IMP-1F-1

BIO-IMP-1F-2

Construction of Phasel
Operation and maintenance of Phase 1

Construction of core distribution system

Maintenance and operation of core
distribution system

Construction of agricultural use system

Maintenance and operation of agricultural use
system

Use of recycled water
Change in discharge levels
Addition of wetlands

Facility Expansion/Upgrading

Less than significant
Less than significant

Potentially Significant (less than
significant with mitigation incorporated)

Less than significant

Potentially Significant (less than
significant with mitigation incorporated)

Less than significant

Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant, benefits

Potentially Significant (less than
significant with mitigation incorporated)
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Impact ID Type of Impact Level of Impact
Habitat Impacts
BIO-IMP-2A-1 Construction of Phasel Potentially Significant (Less than
significant with mitigation incorporated)
BIO-IMP-2A-2 Operation and maintenance of Phase 1 Less than significant
BIO-IMP-2B-1 Construction of core distribution system Potentially Significant (Less than
significant with mitigation incorporated)
BIO-IMP-2B-2 Maintenance and operation of core Less than significant
distribution system
BIO-IMP-2C-1 Construction of agricultural use system Potentially Significant (Less than
significant with mitigation incorporated)
BIO-IMP-2C-2 Maintenance and operation of agricultural Less than significant
use system
BIO-IMP-2D Use of recycled water Less than significant
BIO-IMP-2E Change in discharge levels Less than significant
BIO-IMP-2F-1 Addition of wetlands Less than significant, benefits
BIO-IMP-2F-2 Facility Expansion/Upgrading Potentially Significant (Less than

significant with mitigation incorporated)

Linkage/Corridor Impacts

BIO-IMP-3A-1 Construction of Phasel Less than significant
BIO-IMP-3A-2 Operation and maintenance of Phase 1 Less than significant
BIO-IMP-3B-1 Construction of core distribution system Less than significant
BIO-IMP-3B-2 Maintenance and operation of core Less than significant

distribution system
BIO-IMP-3C-1 Construction of agricultural use system Potentially Significant (Less than

significant with mitigation incorporated)

BIO-IMP-3C-2 Maintenance and operation of agricultural Less than significant

use system
BIO-IMP-3D Use of recycled water Less than significant
BIO-IMP-3E Change in discharge levels Less than significant
BIO-IMP-3F-1 Addition of wetlands Less than significant, benefits
BIO-IMP-3F-2 Facility Expansion/Upgrading Potentially Significant (Less than

significant with mitigation incorporated)
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Impact ID

Type of Impact

Level of Impact

Conservation Area/Program Impacts

BIO-IMP-4A-1
BIO-IMP-4A-2

BIO-IMP-4B-1

BIO-IMP-4B-2

BIO-IMP-4C-1

BIO-IMP-4C-2

BIO-IMP-4D
BIO-IMP-4E
BIO-IMP-4F-1

BIO-IMP-4F-2

Construction of Phasel
Operation and maintenance of Phase 1

Construction of core distribution system

Maintenance and operation of core
distribution system

Construction of agricultural use system

Maintenance and operation of agricultural
use system

Use of recycled water
Change in discharge levels
Addition of wetlands

Facility Expansion/Upgrading

Less than significant
Less than significant

Potentially Significant (Less than
significant with mitigation incorporated)

Less than significant

Potentially Significant (Less than
significant with mitigation incorporated)

Less than significant

Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant, benefits

Potentially Significant (Less than
significant with mitigation incorporated)

BIO-IMP-1: Species Impacts

m  Impact Analyzed. Would the activity directly or indirectly result in harm to
any species identified as a listed, candidate, sensitive, or other special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by DFG or

USFWS?

m  Significance Criteria. Would the activity have a substantial adverse effect
on a listed species, a candidate for state listing, a state fully protected species,
or a planning species identified in the WRC MSHCP for the four area plans

that include project area?

BIO-IMP-1A: Phase | Expansion

Construction, operation, and maintenance of the Phase I expansion would occur
primarily in already developed areas of Riverside and the Jurupa Community
Service District. Species of concern in the area include the listed and unlisted
species identified as planning species for the Riverside/Norco and Jurupa Area
Plans (see Tables 3B-3, 3B-4, and 3B-6). These include species associated with
riparian and riverine areas, together with a limited number of sage scrub,
chaparral, and alluvial fan sage scrub species.
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BIO-IMP-1A-1: Construction

Because most of the Phase I pipelines would be installed in already developed
areas, the risk of direct impacts to these species is limited. However, some direct
impacts to species might occur where pipelines cross riparian or wetland areas
(where most of the planning species occur) or various open areas (such as parks,
golf courses, and agricultural lands) used by upland species and raptors. It is
possible that brush clearing or trenching required for pipelines in such areas
would displace or harm species that are present in an alignment. Such activities
would be conducted in accordance with WRC MSHCP guidelines to minimize
effects on the species present (for example, clearing would conducted outside the
breeding season of any nesting birds present). Construction of Phase I facilities
would not entail activities in the Santa Ana River or its tributaries; no direct harm
to fish species would result.

These impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required under
CEQA. This determination is contingent on the results of site-specific analysis in
connection with final design plans for Phase I. If Phase I is developed as part of
the core system rather as a stand-alone project, the species’ impacts of Phase I
would be combined with those from the core distribution (see BIO-IMP-1B).

BIO-IMP-1A-2: Operation and Maintenance

Operation of the facilities poses a minimal risk of harm to species. Maintenance
of facilities has a limited potential to harm species where it entails pipeline repair
or replacement in occupied habitat.

These impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required under
CEQA.

BIO-IMP-1B: Core Distribution System

Construction, operation, and maintenance of the Core Distribution System would
occur in already developed and new communities within Riverside, its sphere of
influence, and Jurupa Area Plan. Species of concern in the area include the listed
and unlisted species identified as planning species for the Riverside/Norco,
Jurupa, Lake Mathews/Woodcrest, and Highgrove Area Plans (see Tables 3B-3
through 3B-7). These include species associated with riverine, riparian, and a
wide range of upland communities.

BIO-IMP-1B-1: Construction

Because the core system is intended to serve developed areas, the core system
pipelines and booster pumps would likely be placed primarily in already cleared
areas. However, some of the core and lateral distribution pipelines would likely
cross areas with natural communities. The storage facilities also might require
clearing of existing natural communities. Such activities would be conducted in
accordance with WRC MSHCP guidelines to minimize effects but would likely
result in unavoidable harm to listed and other species. In addition, there would
be multiple instances of unavoidable harm over time in a wide geographic area.
It is not known at this time if construction of the core system would entail
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activities in the Santa Ana River or its tributaries. If such activities cannot be
avoided, harm to fish species of concern could result.

These potential impacts are significant. To reduce the potential impacts to a less-
than-significant level, the following mitigation measures would be implemented.

m  Biological Mitigation Measures (BIO-MM)-1 is: comply with the
applicable requirements of the WRC MSHCP.

m  BIO-MM-2 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the SKR HCP.

The WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP have been approved by USFWS and DFG as
conservation plans that meet the applicable requirements of the ESA, California
Fish and Game Code, CEQA, and NEPA for the species and activities covered by
the plans. Each plan provides for the ongoing survival of the species potentially
affected by this impact by conserving habitat for those species and by minimizing
and mitigating the effects of covered activities to the maximum extent
practicable. BIO-IMP-1B-1 would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by
the overall implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP and through the
City’s compliance with the applicable project-level measures specified in each
plan. The applicable WRC MSHCP measures include but are not limited to
seasonal restrictions on impacts, minimization of habitat loss and degradation,
and conservation of habitat in a preserve system via payment of fees or by in lieu
contributions. The SKR HCP requires payment of a fee or in lieu contribution
for ongoing management of preserves that have already been established for
SKR.

BIO-IMP-1B-2: Maintenance and Operation

Maintenance of facilities has a limited potential for harm to species where it
entails: 1) pipeline repair or replacement in an area with relevant habitat, or 2)
brush clearing around storage facilities. Operation of the facilities poses a
minimal risk of harm to species.

These potential impacts are less than significant. No mitigation is required under
CEQA.

BIO-IMP-1C: Agricultural Use System

Construction, operation, and maintenance of the agricultural use system would
occur in Riverside, its sphere of influence, and the Jurupa Area Plan, with
distribution canals and/or pipelines directed to existing agriculture. Species of
concern in the area are the same as those potentially affected by the core
distribution system (see Tables 3B-3 through 3B-7).

BIO-IMP-1C-1: Construction

Due to water quality issues (see Section 3A), it is not known at this time whether
existing canals, storage facilities, and irrigation systems could be used to deliver
recycled water. If an entirely separate delivery system is required (and is
economically feasible), a substantial amount of clearing and trenching would
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occur, primarily on agricultural lands. Some clearing and trenching also would
be required even if existing facilities are included in the system. Construction
activities have the potential to harm several species of concern that occur on
agricultural lands (e.g., Stephens’ kangaroo rat). It is unlikely, but not known at
this time, that construction of the system would entail activities in the Santa Ana
River or its tributaries. If such activities cannot be avoided, harm to fish species
of concern could result. Given the extent of the system, significant adverse
impacts to listed and other species of concern in the project area could result
from construction of facilities.

To reduce the potential impacts to a less-than-significant level, the following
measures would be implemented:

m  BIO-MM-1 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the WRC
MSHCP.

m  BIO-MM-2 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the SKR HCP.

The WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP provide for the ongoing survival of the species
potentially affected by this impact by conserving habitat for those species and by
minimizing and mitigating the effects of covered activities to the maximum
extent practicable. BIO-IMP-1C-1 would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level by the overall implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP and
through the City’s compliance with the applicable project-level measures
specified in each plan. The applicable WRC MSHCP measures include but are
not limited to seasonal restrictions on impacts, minimization of habitat loss and
degradation, and conservation of habitat in a preserve system via payment of fees
or by in lieu contributions. The SKR HCP requires payment of a fee or in lieu
contribution for ongoing management of preserves that have already been
established for SKR.

BIO-IMP-1C-2: Operation and Maintenance

Maintenance of facilities has a limited potential for harm to species where it
entails canal or pipeline repair or pipeline replacement. Operation of the
facilities poses a minimal risk of harm to species.

These potential impacts are less than significant. No mitigation is required under
CEQA.

BIO-IMP-1D: Use of Recycled Water

There is a limited potential for the use of recycled water to harm special status
plant species, drown nocturnal burrowing species such as Stephens’ and San
Bernardino kangaroo rats, or render certain areas unsuitable for use. The greatest
potential for such effects would be where recycled water is used for agricultural
purposes and to irrigate parks or golf courses that include areas of relevant
habitat. Minor effects due to changes in salinity or other properties of the
irrigation water compared with non-recycled water could include changes to soils
or vegetation that adversely affect special status species (e.g., by encouraging
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invasive species), but these would be less than substantial. Effects from
agricultural uses would not be appreciably greater than those occurring from
irrigation using other sources of water. Best management practices and
monitoring provisions of the WRC MSHCP would minimize the potential for and
magnitude of effects on species in open areas such as parks and golf courses. No
direct effects on the fish species of concern would likely result (the recycled
water is the same as the treated effluent discharged into the river). There is some
concern that extensive use of recycled water for agricultural and other purposes
would increase the salinity and potentially add contaminants to surface runoff
that enters the river system and thereby potentially harm the fish species of
concern by degrading their habitat. As described in Section 3A, “Water
Resources,” required monitoring minimizes the potential for such indirect effects
to occur.

Assuming compliance with the WRC MSHCP and water quality monitoring
requirements, use of recycled water would have less-than-significant effects on
listed and other species of concern in the project area. No mitigation is required
under CEQA.

BIO-IMP-1E: Diversion/Discharge

The treated effluent at the RWQCP would be diverted prior to discharge into the
Santa Ana River. The diversion would not entail any activity or machinery that
would directly harm fish species in the river or other species of concern along the
river. There is some concern that the resulting change in amount of effluent
discharged into the Santa Ana River would alter stream flow in a way that would
harm the fish species of concern. The risk that such effects would result is
minimized by the gradual reduction of discharge from the current level of
36,000 afy to no lower than 25,000 afy. Further, the lowest projected level of
discharge exceeds the 15,250 afy required under an existing agreement to protect
the water quality and biological resources of the Santa Ana River.

Effects of the diversion and discharge levels at the RWQCP under the proposed
project would have less-than-significant effects on the species of concern.
However, the change in discharge levels would occur concurrent with other
proposed diversions of water from the river (see Chapter 4).

BIO-IMP-1F: Treatment Capacity Expansion

Expansion of the treatment capacity at the RWQCP has the potential to affect
species of concern in two ways: 1) additional wetlands may be needed to treat
additional afy of wastewater, and 2) the facility may require expansion or
substantial upgrading of equipment.

BIO-IMP-1F-1: Addition of Wetlands
Addition of wetlands would likely entail some unavoidable harm to species but
would have a net beneficial effect by adding habitat for relevant special status

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 3B-54
J&S 04344.04



Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3B. Biological Resources

species along the river system. Such effects would be minimized in accordance
with WRC MSHCP guidelines and federal and state laws protecting wetlands.

These impacts would be less-than-significant with a net beneficial effect. No
mitigation is required under CEQA.

BIO-IMP-1F-2: Facility Expansion/Upgrading

Enlarging and/or upgrading the facility would likely entail some unavoidable
harm to some species. Such effects would be minimized in accordance with
WRC MSHCP guidelines and federal and state laws protecting riparian habitat
and wetlands but, even if minimized, could have substantial short-term adverse
effects on certain species.

To reduce the potential impacts to a less-than-significant level, the following
measures would be implemented:

m  BIO-MM-1 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the WRC
MSHCP.

®  BIO-MM-2 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the SKR HCP.

The WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP provide for the ongoing survival of the species
potentially affected by this impact by conserving habitat for those species and by
minimizing and mitigating the effects of covered activities to the maximum
extent practicable. BIO-IMP-1F-2 would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level by the overall implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP and
through the City’s compliance with the applicable project-level measures
specified in each plan. The applicable WRC MSHCP measures include but are
not limited to seasonal restrictions on impacts, minimization of habitat loss and
degradation, and conservation of habitat in a preserve system via payment of fees
or by in lieu contributions. The SKR HCP requires payment of a fee or in licu
contribution for ongoing management of preserves that have already been
established for SKR.

BIO-IMP-2: Habitat Impacts

m  Impact Analyzed. Would the activity result in the destruction, degradation,
or adverse modification of terrestrial or aquatic habitats?

m  Significance Criteria. Would the activity have a substantial adverse effect
on any wetlands, other special status community, or proposed or designated
critical habitat for a listed species?

BIO-IMP-2A: Phase | Expansion

Wetlands, other special status communities, and critical habitat occur in the
Phase I area.
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BIO-IMP-2A-1: Construction

Final critical habitat for least Bell’s vireo occurs within the conceptual plan area
for Phase I along the Santa Ana River but there is no reasonable potential for
effects from construction activities. Depending on the alignment of pipelines in
the Jurupa Community Service District, currently proposed critical habitat for the
coastal California gnatcatcher could be affected. If impacts to the special status
communities and/or critical habitats are unavoidable, the WRC MSHCP requires
selection of an alternative that is biologically equivalent or superior to impact
avoidance. This applies to (1) riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools anywhere
in the Plan area and (2) other special status communities such as riversidian sage
scrub if impacts are anticipated within proposed conservation lands under the
Plan and the latter provides long-term conservation value. Even if impacts to
such resources are minimized, the effects of constructing Phase I could be
substantial on a temporary or short-term basis.

To reduce the potential impacts to a less-than-significant level, the following
mitigation measures would be implemented.

®  BIO-MM-1 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the WRC
MSHCP.

m  BIO-MM-2 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the SKR HCP.

The WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP minimize and mitigate effects on the natural
communities potentially affected by this impact by conserving and managing that
habitat a preserve system and requiring impact minimization and mitigation on a
project-level. BIO-IMP-2A-1 would be reduced to a less-than-significant level
by the overall implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP and through
the City’s compliance with the applicable project-level measures specified in
each plan.

BIO-IMP-2A-2: Operation and Maintenance

Maintenance activities have the potential for temporary impacts; those effects
would be minimized in accordance with the best management practices and other
guidelines specified in the WRC MSHCP. Operations pose a minimal risk of
such degradation.

These impacts would be less-than-significant. No mitigation is required under
CEQA.

BIO-IMP-2B: Core Distribution System

Wetlands and other special status communities occur in the project area, together
with proposed critical habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher, and final critical
habitat for Quino Checkerspot butterfly and least Bell’s vireo.

BIO-IMP-2B-1: Construction
If impacts to the special status communities and/or critical habitats are
unavoidable, the WRC MSHCP requires selection of an alternative that is
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biologically equivalent or superior to impact avoidance. As with potential
impacts under the Phase 1 Expansion, this applies to (1) riparian/riverine areas
and vernal pools anywhere in the Plan area and (2) other special status
communities such as riversidian sage scrub if impacts are anticipated within
proposed conservation lands under the Plan and the latter provides long-term
conservation value. Even if impacts to such resources are minimized, the effects
of constructing the core distribution system could be substantial on a temporary
or short-term basis.

To reduce the potential impacts to a less-than-significant level, the following
mitigation measures would be implemented.

m  BIO-MM-1 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the WRC
MSHCP.

m  BIO-MM-2 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the SKR HCP.

The WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP minimize and mitigate effects on the natural
communities, including areas of designated or proposed critical habitat, by
conserving and managing that habitat in a preserve system and requiring impact
minimization and mitigation on a project-level. BIO-IMP-2B-1 would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level by the overall implementation of the
WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP and through the City’s compliance with the
applicable project-level measures specified in each plan.

BIO-IMP-2B-2: Operation and Maintenance

Maintenance activities have the potential for temporary habitat impacts; those
effects would be minimized in accordance with the best management practices
and other guidelines specified in the WRC MSHCP. Operations pose a minimal
risk of habitat degradation.

These impacts would be less-than-significant. No mitigation is required under
CEQA.

BIO-IMP-2C: Agricultural Use System

The construction, operation, and maintenance of the agricultural use system have
the potential to adversely affect the same types of special status communities and
critical habitats affected by the core distribution system.

BIO-IMP-2C-1: Construction

The extent of habitat impacts from construction would depend on whether
existing or new facilities are required. As with the core system, unavoidable
construction, operation, and maintenance impacts would be minimized in
accordance with the WRC MSHCP. Construction could result in substantive loss
and degradation of habitat.

These potential impacts are significant. Implementation of mitigation measures
BIO-MM-1 and BIO-MM-2 would reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant
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level. BIO-MM-1 is: implement the applicable measures of the WRC MSHCP.
BIO-MM-2 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the SKR HCP.

BIO-IMP-2C-2: Operation and Maintenance

Maintenance activities have the potential for temporary habitat impacts; those
effects would be minimized in accordance with the best management practices
and other guidelines specified in the WRC MSHCP. Operations pose a minimal
risk of habitat degradation.

These impacts would be less-than-significant. No mitigation is required under
CEQA.

BIO-IMP-2D: Use of Recycled Water

There is a limited potential for the use of recycled water to degrade special status
communities or critical habitats in the project area by increasing salinity or
adding contaminants. The greatest potential for such effects would be where
recycled water is used for agricultural or landscape irrigation near these habitats.
Best management practices and monitoring provisions of the WRC MSHCP
would minimize the potential for and magnitude of effects on habitats in open
areas such as parks and golf courses. As noted in BIO-IMP-1D, there also is
some concern that extensive use of recycled water for agricultural and other
purposes could adversely affect the quality of fish habitat in the river system. As
described in Section 3A, “Water Resources,” required monitoring minimizes the
potential for such indirect effects to occur.

Assuming compliance with the WRC MSHCP and water quality monitoring
requirements, use of recycled water would have less-than-significant effects on
special status communities and critical habitats in the project area.

BIO-IMP-2E: Diversion/Discharge

As discussed in BIO-IMP-1E, there is some concern that the resulting change in
amount of effluent discharged into the Santa Ana River would alter stream flow
in a way that would destroy or degrade fish habitat. The risk that such effects
would result is minimized by the gradual reduction of discharge from the current
level of 36,000 afy to no lower than 25,000 afy. Further, the lowest projected
level of discharge exceeds the 15,250 afy required under an existing agreement to
protect the water quality and biological resources of the Santa Ana River.

Effects of the diversion and discharge levels at the RWQCP under the proposed
project would have less-than-significant effects on special status communities or
critical habitats. No mitigation is required under CEQA. However, the change in
discharge levels would occur concurrent with other proposed diversions (see
Chapter 4).
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BIO-IMP-2F: Treatment Capacity Expansion

The treatment facility occurs in an area with special status communities and near
critical habitat for least Bell’s vireo.

BIO-IMP-2F-1: Addition of Wetlands

As discussed in BIO-IMP-1F, creation of additional wetlands for treatment has
associated habitat impacts. Creation of wetlands would have temporary adverse
effects on adjacent habitat but would add special status communities and improve
habitat conditions for wetland and riparian species.

These impacts would be less-than-significant with a net beneficial effect. No
mitigation is required under CEQA.

BIO-IMP-2F-2: Facility Expansion/Upgrading

Enlarging and/or upgrading the facility would likely entail some impacts to
special status communities and/or critical habitats. Unavoidable habitat impacts
from facility expansion/upgrading would be minimized in accordance with WRC
MSHCP guidelines and federal and state laws, but, even if minimized, could
have substantial adverse local effects.

To reduce the potential impacts to a less-than-significant level, the following
mitigation measures would be implemented.

m  BIO-MM-1 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the WRC
MSHCP.

m  BIO-MM-2 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the SKR HCP.

The WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP minimize and mitigate effects on the natural
communities, including areas of designated or proposed critical habitat, by
conserving and managing that habitat in a preserve system and requiring impact
minimization and mitigation on a project-level. BIO-IMP-2F-2 would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level by the overall implementation of the
WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP and through the City’s compliance with the
applicable project-level measures specified in each plan.

BIO-IMP-3: Linkage/Corridor Impacts

m  Impact Analyzed. Would the activity result in the destruction,
fragmentation, or degradation of a wildlife movement corridor or habitat
linkage area?

m  Significance Criteria. Would the activity interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites, or obstruct genetic flow for identified planning
species?
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BIO-IMP-3A: Phase | Expansion

The Phase I area includes linkage areas identified in the WRC MSHCP as
important for planning species.

BIO-IMP-3A-1: Construction

Construction of Phase I could have temporary adverse impacts on these linkages
but the effects would be minimized by WRC MSHCP impact avoidance and
minimization requirements. The linear, subterranean nature of the system
minimizes the risk of substantial adverse effects on linkages.

These impacts are less than significant. No mitigation is required under CEQA.

BIO-IMP-3A-2: Operation and Maintenance

Maintenance has the potential for temporary adverse impacts on linkages but the
effects would be minimized by WRC MSHCP impact avoidance and
minimization requirements. Operations would not affect the linkages.

These impacts are less than significant. No mitigation is required under CEQA.

BIO-IMP-3B: Core Distribution System

The project area includes multiple linkage areas identified in the WRC MSHCP
as important for planning species.

BIO-IMP-3B-1: Construction

As with Phase I, construction of the system could have temporary adverse
impacts on these linkages, but the effects would be minimized by WRC MSHCP
impact avoidance and minimization requirements. The linear, subterranean
nature of the system minimizes the risk of substantial adverse effects on linkages.
Storage facilities, if located in linkages, would be sited to ensure that the linkage
functions are unobstructed.

These impacts are less than significant. No mitigation is required under CEQA.
BIO-IMP-3B-2: Operation and Maintenance

Maintenance has the potential for temporary adverse impacts on linkages but the
effects would be minimized by WRC MSHCP impact avoidance and

minimization requirements. Operations would not affect the linkages.

These impacts are less than significant. No mitigation is required under CEQA.

BIO-IMP-3C: Agricultural Use System

BIO-IMP-3C-1: Construction
Construction of the agricultural use system has the potential to affect the same
linkages and corridors as the core distribution system. However, it has a higher
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potential for adverse effects than the core system because new canals may be
required. Although canals can be designed to provide linkages and movement
corridors and thereby provide a benefit to some species, they also can be a
permanent impediment to the movement of other species. Consequently,
substantial adverse effects could result in some instances.

To reduce the potential impacts to a less-than-significant level, the following
mitigation measures would be implemented.

m  BIO-MM-1 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the WRC
MSHCP.

m  BIO-MM-2 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the SKR HCP.

The WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP minimize and mitigate effects on the habitat
linkages and wildlife movement corridors by conserving and managing such
areas as part of the preserve system and requiring impact minimization and
mitigation on a project-level. BIO-IMP-3C-1 would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level by the overall implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR
HCP and through the City’s compliance with the applicable project-level
measures specified in each plan.

BIO-IMP-3C-2: Operation and Maintenance

Maintenance has the potential for temporary adverse impacts on linkages but the
effects would be minimized by WRC MSHCP impact avoidance and
minimization requirements. Operations would not affect the linkages.

These impacts are less than significant. No mitigation is required under CEQA.

BIO-IMP-3D: Use of Recycled Water

Use of recycled water has a limited potential to degrade habitat within linkage
areas and thereby degrade the function of the linkage. For the reasons stated in
BIO-IMP-2D, less-than-significant effects would result. No mitigation is
required under CEQA.

BIO-IMP-3E: Diversion/Discharge

As discussed in BIO-IMP-1E and BIO-IMP-2E, there is some concern that
changes in amount of effluent discharged from the RWQCP would alter stream
flow in a way that would destroy or degrade fish habitat. Such effects also would
destroy or degrade the linkage function for fish upstream and downstream of
Reach 3. However, for the same reasons stated in BIO-IMP-1E and BIO-IMP-
2E, the risk of such effects is minimized by the gradual reduction of the
discharge from the RWQCP and water quality monitoring requirements.

Effects of the diversion and discharge levels at the RWQCP under the proposed
project would have less-than-significant effects on habitat linkages and
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movement corridors. No mitigation is required under CEQA. However, the
change in discharge levels would occur concurrent with other proposed
diversions that may affect the function of Reach 3 as a linkage area for fish
species (see Chapter 4).

BIO-IMP-3F: Treatment Capacity Expansion

BIO-IMP-3F-1: Addition of Wetlands

Addition of wetlands at the facility has the potential to enhance the riparian
habitat linkage along the Santa Ana River but also would entail temporary
impacts to the existing linkage. Such effects would be minimized in accordance
with WRC MSHCP guidelines and federal and state laws protecting wetlands.

These impacts would be less-than-significant with a net beneficial effect. No
mitigation is required under CEQA.

BIO-IMP-3F-2. Facility Expansion/Upgrading

Expansion or upgrading of the facility has the potential to adversely affect fish
habitat and wetland/riparian areas along the river, thereby also affecting the
linkage function of those areas. As discussed in BIO-IMP-2F, unavoidable
impacts would be minimized in accordance with the WRC MSHCP and federal
and state law. However, even though minimized, substantial adverse effects
could result.

To reduce the potential impacts to a less-than-significant level, the following
mitigation measures would be implemented.

m  BIO-MM-1 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the WRC
MSHCP.

m  BIO-MM-2 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the SKR HCP.

The WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP minimize and mitigate effects on the habitat
linkages and wildlife movement corridors by conserving and managing such
areas as part of the preserve system and requiring impact minimization and
mitigation on a project-level. BIO-IMP-3F-2 would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level by the overall implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR
HCP and through the City’s compliance with the applicable project-level
measures specified in each plan.

BIO-IMP-4: Conservation Area/Program Impacts

® Impact Analyzed. Would the activity result in the destruction,
fragmentation, or degradation of an existing conservation area or an area
proposed for conservation under an approved plan or program?
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m  Significance Criteria.

0 Would the activity introduce a land use that would result in substantial
adverse modification or degradation of an existing conservation area,
substantial edge effects on an existing conservation area, or would
preclude the assembly of a proposed conservation area?

0 Would the activity conflict with the provisions of the WRC MSHCP,
SKR HCP, or other approved conservation plan that applies to the project
area or adjacent lands?

0 Would the activity conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as the City’s tree preservation
policy and ordinance?

BIO-IMP-4A: Phase | Expansion

BIO-IMP-4A-1: Construction

As discussed in BIO-IMP-2A and BIO-IMP-3A, Phase I has the potential to
remove or degrade habitat. Based on the conceptual design in the Master Plan,
the system would cross or come near existing and proposed conservation areas.
Unavoidable effects would be minimized in accordance with the WRC MSHCP
and local policies and ordinances. Assuming conformance with the impact
avoidance and minimization requirements that apply to the criteria area and
conservation area under the WRC MSHCP (see Table 3B-2), there is limited
potential for any substantial adverse effects on existing and proposed
conservation areas in the project area. In addition, implementing Phase I would
not preclude or otherwise interfere with implementation of the WRC MSHCP
and other approved plans and program.

These impacts would be less-than-significant. No mitigation is required under
CEQA.

BIO-IMP-4A-2: Operation and Maintenance

Operation would not adversely affect existing and proposed conservation areas in
the project area, the assembly of reserves under the WRC MSHCP, or
implementation of approved conservation plans and programs in the project
areas.

Maintenance has limited potential for habitat impacts, and such effects would be
minimized and mitigation in accordance with the WRC MSHCP and other
applicable conservation plans.

These impacts would be less-than-significant. No mitigation is required under
CEQA.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 3B-63
J&S 04344.04



Riverside Public Utilities Department Section 3B. Biological Resources

BIO-IMP-4B: Core Distribution System

BIO-IMP-4B-1: Construction

As discussed in BIO-IMP-1B and BIO-IMP-2B, construction of the core system
has the potential for significant adverse impacts to species and habitats.
Unavoidable effects would be minimized in accordance with the WRC MSHCP
and local policies and ordinances, including conformance with the impact
avoidance and minimization requirements that apply to the criteria area and
conservation area (see Table 3B-2). However, even where effects are minimized,
construction could have substantial adverse effects on portions of existing or
proposed conservation areas. There also is the risk of adverse effects on
resources in several conservation areas. However, implementing the core reserve
system would not preclude or otherwise interfere with implementation of the
WRC MSHCP and other approved plans and program.

Impacts on reserve assembly under the WRC MSHCP and implementation of
other plans and programs would be less than significant. No mitigation is
required under CEQA. The potential impacts on existing and proposed
conservation areas in the project area are significant. To reduce the potentially
significant impacts to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation
measures would be implemented.

m  BIO-MM-1 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the WRC
MSHCP.

m  BIO-MM-2 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the SKR HCP.

The WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP minimize and mitigate effects on conserved
habitat by providing for the ongoing management and monitoring of the preserve
system, limiting the number and type of allowed activities in conserved habitat,
and requiring project-level impact minimization and mitigation measures for
allowed activities. BIO-IMP-4B-1 is an activity that is conditionally compatible
with conservation and management of preserves under the WRC MSHCP and
SKR HCP. Impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by the
overall implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP and through the
City’s compliance with the applicable project-level measures specified in each
plan.

BIO-IMP-4B-2: Operation and Maintenance

Operation would not adversely affect existing and proposed conservation areas in
the project area, the assembly of reserves under the WRC MSHCP, or
implementation of approved conservation plans and programs in the project
areas.

Maintenance has limited potential for habitat impacts, and such effects would be
minimized and mitigation in accordance with the WRC MSHCP and other
applicable conservation plans.

These impacts would be less-than-significant. No mitigation is required under
CEQA.
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BIO-IMP-4C: Agricultural Use System

For the same reasons that apply to the core distribution system, construction of
the system has the potential to result in significant adverse effects on resources in
existing and proposed conservation areas; maintenance and operations would
have less-than-significant effects. Implementing the agricultural use system
would have less-than-significant impacts on the assembly of reserves under the
WRC MSHCP or implementation of other approved plans and programs.

BIO-IMP-4C-1: Construction

Construction of the system has the potential for significant adverse impacts to
species and habitats in existing and proposed conservation areas. Unavoidable
effects would be minimized in accordance with the WRC MSHCP and local
policies and ordinances, including conformance with the impact avoidance and
minimization requirements that apply to the criteria area and conservation area
(see Table 3B-2). However, even where effects are minimized, construction
could have substantial adverse effects on portions of existing or proposed
conservation areas. There also is the risk of adverse effects on resources in
several conservation areas. However, implementing the system would not
preclude or otherwise interfere with implementation of the WRC MSHCP and
other approved plans and program.

Impacts on reserve assembly under the WRC MSHCP and implementation of
other plans and programs would be less than significant. No mitigation is
required under CEQA. The potential impacts on existing and proposed
conservation areas in the project area are significant. To reduce the potentially
significant impacts to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation
measures would be implemented.

®  BIO-MM-1 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the WRC
MSHCP.

®m  BIO-MM-2 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the SKR HCP.

The WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP minimize and mitigate effects on conserved
habitat by providing for the ongoing management and monitoring of the preserve
system, limiting the number and type of allowed activities in conserved habitat,
and requiring project-level impact minimization and mitigation measures for
allowed activities. BIO-IMP-4C-1 is an activity that is conditionally compatible
with conservation and management of preserves under the WRC MSHCP and
SKR HCP. Impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by the
overall implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP and through the
City’s compliance with the applicable project-level measures specified in each
plan.

BIO-IMP-4C-2: Operation and Maintenance

Operation would not adversely affect existing and proposed conservation areas in
the project area, the assembly of reserves under the WRC MSHCP, or
implementation of approved conservation plans and programs in the project
areas.
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Maintenance has limited potential for habitat impacts, and such effects would be
minimized and mitigation in accordance with the WRC MSHCP and other
applicable conservation plans.

These impacts would be less-than-significant. No mitigation is required under
CEQA.

BIO-IMP-4D: Use of Recycled Water

There is limited potential for use of recycled water to degrade habitat in existing
and proposed conservation areas. However, no substantial adverse effects are
expected. In addition, use of recycled water in the project area would not
adversely affect the assembly of reserves under the WRC MSHCP or
implementation of other approved plans and programs.

Less-than-significant effects to existing and proposed conservation areas and to
implementation of the WRC MSHCP and other plans and programs would result
from use of recycled water. No mitigation is required under CEQA.

BIO-IMP-4E: Diversion/Discharge

The change in discharge levels at the RWQCP has the potential to affect existing
and proposed conservation areas along the Santa Ana River. However, for the
same reasons that apply to effects on habitats and linkages, the change in
discharge would not have substantial adverse effects.

Less-than-significant effects to existing and proposed conservation areas and to
implementation of the WRC MSHCP and other plans and program would result
from the change in discharge levels. No mitigation is required under CEQA.
However, the change would be concurrent with other proposed diversions that
may affect the resources in existing and proposed conservation areas (see
Chapter 4).

BIO-IMP-4F: Treatment Capacity Expansion

BIO-IMP-4F-1: Addition of Wetlands

Adding wetlands to the treatment facility would increase the amount of wetland
habitat available for WRC MSHCP species and contribute to conservation goals.
Some impacts to habitats and species in existing and proposed conservation
areas would result. Unavoidable effects would be minimized in accordance with
the WRC MSHCP and local policies and ordinances, including conformance with
the impact avoidance and minimization requirements that apply to the criteria
area and conservation area (see Table 3B-2).
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Less-than-significant effects to existing and proposed conservation areas and no
adverse impacts to implementation of the WRC MSHCP and other plans and
programs would result. No mitigation is required under CEQA.

BIO-IMP-4F-2: Facility Expansion/Upgrading

Expansion or upgrading of the facility has the potential for significant adverse
impacts to species and habitats in existing and proposed conservation areas.
Unavoidable effects would be minimized in accordance with the WRC MSHCP
and local policies and ordinances, including conformance with the impact
avoidance and minimization requirements that apply to the criteria area and
conservation area (see Table 3B-2). However, even where effects are minimized,
construction could have substantial adverse effects on portions of existing or
proposed conservation areas. However, implementing the system would not
preclude or otherwise interfere with implementation of the WRC MSHCP and
other approved plans and program.

Impacts on reserve assembly under the WRC MSHCP and implementation of
other plans and programs would be less than significant. No mitigation is
required under CEQA. The potential impacts on existing and proposed
conservation areas in the project area are significant. To reduce the potentially
significant impacts to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation
measures would be implemented.

m  BIO-MM-1 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the WRC
MSHCP.

m  BIO-MM-2 is: comply with the applicable requirements of the SKR HCP.

The WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP minimize and mitigate effects on conserved
habitat by providing for the ongoing management and monitoring of the preserve
system, limiting the number and type of allowed activities in conserved habitat,
and requiring project-level impact minimization and mitigation measures for
allowed activities. BIO-IMP-4F-2 is an activity that is conditionally compatible
with conservation and management of preserves under the WRC MSHCP and
SKR HCP. Impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by the
overall implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP and through the
City’s compliance with the applicable project-level measures specified in each
plan.

Mitigation for Significant Impacts

The proposed project has the potential to result in twelve types of potentially
significant impacts on biological resources (see Table 3B-10). All of the
potentially significant impacts would result from construction or expansions of
facilities.

Mitigation for the potentially significant impacts would occur through overall
implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP and compliance with the
applicable project-level requirement of each plan. With these mitigation
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measures, each of the potentially significant impacts would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels. This determination is subject to project-level analysis in
subsequent CEQA evaluations for components of the proposed project.

BIO-MM-1: Implement WRC MSHCP Measures

Significant impacts to species and their habitats, natural communities, habitat
linkages and movement corridors, and existing and proposed conservation areas
will be avoided, minimized, and mitigated in accordance with Sections 6 and 9 of
the WRC MSHCP, Volume I, and the applicable provisions of the MSHCP
implementing agreement.

Impacts Outside the Criteria Area

®  Impact avoidance and minimization will be as specified in the WRC MSHCP
for riparian/riverine areas and areas where riparian/riverine species, vernal
pool species, narrow endemic plants, and other species identified in the WRC
MSHCP are found.

m  Mitigation for unavoidable impacts will be:
0 payment of the local development mitigation fee and

O protection of habitat avoided (but not permanently conserved) as
required for species associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal
pools, narrow endemic plants, and other species identified in the WRC
MSHCP. (Protection of avoided habitats will be lifted when the
conservation goals for the affected habitats and species have been met.)

Impacts Inside the Criteria Area

®  Impact avoidance and minimization will be as specified in the WRC MSHCP
for riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools and areas where riparian/riverine
species, vernal pool species, narrow endemic plants, and other species
identified in the WRC MSHCP are found.

m  Mitigation for unavoidable impacts will be:

O contributions to reserve assembly in the affected area plan, either through
on-site conservation, acquisition of replacement habitat at a 1:1 ratio that
is biologically equivalent or superior to the property being disturbed, or
payment of the local development mitigation fee (the fee will be used for
habitat acquisition, management, and monitoring) and

O protection of habitats avoided (but not permanently conserved) as
required for species associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal
pools, narrow endemic plants, and other species identified in the WRC
MSHCP. (Protection of avoided habitats will be lifted when the
conservation goals for the affected habitats and species have been met.)
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These measures, together with overall implementation of the WRC MSHCP by
the City, Riverside County, and other participating agencies, will be used to
minimize and mitigate significant on all covered species, excluding SKR impacts
within the area covered by the SKR HCP.

BIO-MM-2: Comply with SKR HCP Requirements

Impacts to Stephens’ kangaroo rat within those portions of the project area that
are within the plan area for the SKR HCP will be mitigated by payment of the
applicable SKR mitigation fee.
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Section 3C
Cultural Resources

Introduction

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that projects
financed or approved by public agencies must include an evaluation of a project’s
impact on cultural/historical resources. Cultural resources include (but are not
limited to): buildings, structures, objects, and prehistoric and historical
archaeological sites. Resources are considered significant if they are listed in or
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of
Historical Resources, or that are currently designated as local historic landmarks.
In addition, if an archaeological site does not fall within the definition of an
historical resource, but does meet the CEQA definition of a “unique
archaeological resource (Pub. Res. Code 21083.2), then the site must be treated
in accordance with the special provisions for such resources.

As the lead agency under CEQA, the City of Riverside prepared an Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Recycled Water Phase I
Feasibility Study and Citywide Master Plan. According to the IS/MND, no
impacts to cultural resources are anticipated. However, CEQA requires that
projects financed or approved by public agencies must include an evaluation of
the impact of a project on cultural resources. In order to determine impacts to
cultural resources, it is necessary to determine if potentially significant cultural
resources are located within the project area.

The Master Plan provides details for the Phase I Expansion, as well as a
programmatic description of the proposed recycled water core distribution
system and agricultural use system. Because only a conceptual plan for the
City’s core distribution system is available, and the location and extent of future
phases after the initial expansion are too speculative to identify or analyze at this
time, a focused, program-level inventory of cultural resources was conducted.
The program-level inventory consisted of a record search, archival research, and
consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) focused
on the Phase I Expansion portion of the project area.

This section provides an overview of the natural and cultural setting of the
project area. Following the overview is a description of the study methods and
the impact analysis that includes the state and local criteria used to determine
cultural resource significance and impact significance, impact statements, and
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mitigation measures. Although the Citywide Recycled Water Master Plan does
not provide specific plans for water projects, implementation of general policies
for water related improvements and enhancements may have an impact on
historic and archaeological resources in the plan area. Accordingly, this section
will address the anticipated program-level impacts of the Master Plan and will
identify basic mitigation measures for reducing potential impacts. Further
guidance is also provided for identifying and mitigating impacts at the project
level.

Regulatory Setting

Federal, state, regional, and local policies regulate the assessment of impacts on
archaeological and historic resources. Federal and state policies establish criteria
for evaluation of these resources and require consideration of cultural resources
in federal and state project planning. County policies regulate activities in
unincorporated areas, and city policies regulate activities within municipal areas.

Federal

Additional federal requirements would apply to subsequent project-specific
components of the Citywide Recycled Water Master Plan that receive federal
funding or otherwise affect federal lands and federal decision making; these
additional requirements do not apply to this program EIR, but would need to be
addressed if federal funding or other federal action (e.g., if federal lands were
crossed or a federal permit were required) were triggered at the time of
consideration and approval of a specific project.

State

CEQA requires that public or private projects financed or approved by public
agencies must assess the impacts of projects on historical resources. Historical
resources include buildings, archaeological sites, structures, objects, or districts,
each of which may have historical, architectural, archaeological, cultural, or
scientific significance.

CEQA requires that—if a project may cause substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource—alternative plans or mitigation measures
must be considered; however, only significant historical resources need to be
addressed. Therefore, before impacts are assessed or mitigation measures
developed, the significance of cultural resources must be determined. The steps
normally taken in a cultural resources investigation for CEQA compliance are:

m  Identify potential historical resources;
m  Evaluate the eligibility of historical resources; and

m  Evaluate the impacts of a project on all eligible historical resources.
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Local

According to CEQA, a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant
impact on the environment (CEQA rev. 1998, Section 15064.5(b)). CEQA
further states that a substantial adverse change in the significance of a resource
means the physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the resource
would be materially impaired. Actions that would materially impair the
significance of a historical resource are any actions that would demolish or
adversely alter the physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its
historical significance and qualify it for inclusion in the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR) or in a local register or survey that meet the
requirements of Section 5020.1(k) and 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code.

Riverside County

Riverside County’s Historic Preservation Districts Ordinance (15.72.010) states
that the recognition, protection, preservation, enhancement, perpetuation and use
of sites and structures within the county having historic significance is necessary
and required in the interest of the health, safety, prosperity and general welfare of
the public. Section 15.72.030 states that any person may file a request that the
historical commission study and make recommendations regarding the
designation of certain areas of the county having special historical significance as
historic preservation districts.

City of Riverside

The Cultural Resources Ordinance (Title 20 of the Riverside Municipal Code)
states that its purpose is to promote the pubic health, safety and general welfare
by providing for the identification, protection, enhancement, perpetuation and use
of improvements, buildings, structures, signs, objects, features, sites, places,
areas, districts, neighborhoods, streets, works of art, natural features and
significant permanent landscaping having special historical, archaeological,
cultural, architectural, community, aesthetic or artistic value in the City (Section
20.05.010).

Section 20.10.010 (f) defines cultural resources as improvements, buildings,
structures, signs, features, sites, scenic areas, views and vistas, places, areas,
landscapes, trees, or other objects, which are of scientific, aesthetic, educational,
cultural, architectural, social, political, military, historical or archaeological
significance to the citizens of the City, the State of California, the Southern
California region, or the Nation, which may be determined eligible for
designation or designated and determined to be appropriate for preservation by
the Cultural Heritage Board, or by the City Council on appeal, or which may be
eligible for listing or designation on any current or future State or Federal
Register.
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Environmental Setting

Prehistoric Setting

As described by Moratto (1984), the project area is within the Desert
archaeological region (Colorado River subregion). The following discussion is
summarized from Moratto unless otherwise noted.

Warren (1984; cf. Warren and Crabtree 1986) proposed a synthesis of the
California deserts’ cultural chronology composed of six temporal periods: the
Pleistocene Period (pre-8000 B.C.); Period I: Lake Mojave (8000—5000 B.C.);
Period II: Pinto (50002000 B.C.); Period III: Gypsum (2000 B.C.— A.D. 500);
Period IV: Saratoga Springs (A.D. 500—1200); and Period V: Protohistoric (A.D.
1200-Historic).

Archaeologists have found little conclusive archaeological evidence of human
occupation in the Colorado Desert region of Imperial County prior to the
Gypsum Period (Warren 1984). This evidence is limited to a radiocarbon date of
3030+100 B.C., associated with a quartz point from fill in the San Felipe Creek
Valley (Ferguson and Libby 1962 in Jones & Stokes 2000) date of 3840+250
B.C. from a cairn burial at Truckhaven (Barker et al. 1973).

The Gypsum Period (2000 B.C.—A.D. 500) is characterized by Elko Eared, Elko
Corner-Notched, Humboldt Concave Base, and Gypsum Cave points. The
Gypsum assemblage also includes rectangular-based knives; leaf-shaped points;
T-shaped drills; flake scrapers; hammerstones; choppers; infrequent large
scraper-planes; manos and millingstones; mortar and pestle (some of which are
wood) later in the period; Haliotis rings, beads, and ornaments consistent with
central California Middle Horizon types; bone awls; arrowshaft smoothers; and
Olivella shell beads (Warren 1984). One Gypsum site, Newberry Cave, contains
pictographs that depict animal figures (Davis 1981). The Gypsum materials
imply that the people of this period occupied seasonal multi-purpose camps
(Wallace 1977 in Jones & Stokes 2000). Gypsum populations processed hard
seeds, as implied by millingstone technology, and, after the introduction of wood
mortars and pestles later in the period, probably processed mesquite as well. The
introduction of the bow and arrow during this period points to significant hunting
(Warren 1984).

The Saratoga Springs Period (A.D. 500-1200) is typified by Eastgate and Rose
Spring projectile points, mortars and pestles, millingstones and manos, slate
pendants, and incised stones. By A.D. 900, Hakataya influences from southwest
Arizona are apparent in the Colorado Desert, as indicated by Cottonwood
Triangular points, Desert Side-Notched points, and Brown and Buff pottery
wares (May 1976). The subsistence strategy of Saratoga Springs peoples follows
the same general pattern as Gypsum populations, but reflects a broader scope
designed to cope with increasingly arid conditions in the Colorado Desert
(Warren 1984).
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The Protohistoric Period (A.D. 1200—Historic) is marked by Desert Side-Notched
points and represents a modified continuation of the cultural pattern established
in the Saratoga Springs Period (Warren 1984). The increased presence of
Hakataya cultural materials throughout the Colorado Desert may indicate a
migration of Hakataya people from the shores of Lake Cahuilla to the Peninsular
Ranges, a movement that Wilke (1978 in Jones & Stokes 2000) associates with a
period of shoreline recession at Lake Cahuilla. The subsistence strategy during
the protohistoric period changed little from that of the Saratoga Springs Period,
remaining an adaptation to increasing aridity (Warren 1984).

Ethnography

The project area is within the traditional boundary of the Cahuilla (Bean and
Smith 1978, Kroeber 1925). The Cahuilla language belongs to the Cupan
subgroup of the Takic family of Uto-Aztecan stock (Bean and Smith 1978). This
language family includes the Shoshonean groups of the Great Basin.

The Cahuilla occupied most of the area from the summit of the San Bernardino
Mountains in the north to Borrego Springs and the Chocolate Mountains in the
south, a portion of the Colorado Desert to the east, and the San Jacinto Plain near
Riverside and the eastern slopes of Palomar Mountain to the west (Bean 1978).
Cahuilla territory was topographically complex, and consisted of mountain
ranges interspersed by passes, canyons, valleys, and desert (Bean 1978).
Seasonal extremes caused dramatic differences in the abundance of flora and
fauna available.

Primary food sources included acorns, beans, pinon nuts, and various cacti.
Berries and acorns were ground using stone mortars and pestles, while wooden
mortars were used to pulverize soft, fibrous foods (Bean 1978). Acorn meal was
leached in baskets or sand basins. The Cahuilla produced four types of coiled
baskets, including flat baskets for plates; shallow baskets as food receptacles;
large, deep, inverted conical baskets for carrying goods; and flat-bottomed
baskets to store small utilitarian items. The Cahuilla also practiced proto-
agricultural techniques and most commonly raised corn, beans, squash, and
melons (Bean 1978). Additional food sources, including large and small game,
were acquired by use of the bow and arrow and clubbing. Small game could also
be captured in snares, nets, and traps. Cahuilla bows were constructed of willow
or mesquite and straightened with a specially shaped piece of soapstone (Bean
1978).

Cahuilla villages were usually situated in canyons or on alluvial fans near
adequate sources of water. The area immediately surrounding the village was
owned and shared by the common lineage. Other lands were divided into tracts
amongst clans, families, and individuals. Buildings varied in size from brush
shelters to dome-shaped or rectangular houses (Bean 1978).
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Historic Setting
Spanish Period

Beginning in the 16" century, Spanish explorers sailed the coast of California.
The first European to sail along the coast of California was Juan Cabrillo in
1542. In 1602, Sebastian Vizcaino explored the coast of California and
developed a detailed map of the coastline. However, it was not until the 18"
century that the Spanish colonized present-day California, establishing a tripartite
system consisting of missions, presidios, and pueblos that lasted from 1769 to
1822. At the heart of this system was the mission, a semi-feudal economic
institution offering what it termed “salvation” to the native population in
exchange for its life-long commitment of labor to the church. By turning the
indigenous population into colonists, New Spain’s minimal manpower was not
taxed for the settlement of a remote and questionably profitable frontier.

In 1769, a land expedition led by Gaspar de Portola was organized to establish
settlements at San Diego and Monterey. The expedition included two parties,
made up of Spanish soldiers, Franciscan priests, a number of Christianized
Indians from Baja California, and herds of livestock. After meeting with supply
ships at San Diego, Portola and his party set out for Monterey. They traveled
northward, paralleling the coast, along the route that would later be called El
Camino Real. Each of the California missions was later established along the
same route (Bean and Rawls 1993, Beck and Haase 1974, Gudde 1998, Hoover
et al. 1990).

In 1772, de Portola’s second in command, and the commander of California, was
Pedro Fages. In that year, Fages became the first known Spanish visitor to
Riverside County while in pursuit of soldiers that had deserted the settlement at
San Diego (Robinson 1957). In 1774, Juan Bautista de Anza, accompanied by
Father Francisco Garces and Father Juan Diaz, took the same route utilized by
Fages during his pursuit of the deserters and determined it suitable for colonists.
In 1775, de Anza, Garces, and Father Pedro Font left Sonora, Mexico, with 240
colonists and 1,000 head of livestock. They stayed at Mission San Gabriel before
continuing north, arriving in Monterey in 1776 (Beck and Haase 1974, Hoover et
al. 1990). Both of Anza’s expeditions to the Mission San Gabriel crossed into
Riverside County by way of the San Jacinto Valley (Robinson 1957).

During the first half of the 19th century, the Temescal Valley was one of the
highways for travelers between Mission San Luis Rey in San Diego, Mission San
Juan Capistrano, and the Pueblo of Los Angeles (Robinson 1957). Between 1816
and 1821, the Franciscan friars at Mission San Luis Rey utilized the highway to
establish the Rancho San Jacinto as their furthermost cattle ranch (Robinson and
Risher 1993).
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Mexican Period

Mexico won its independence, along with control of the Spanish American
colonies, from Spain in 1821. The new Mexican government adopted a critical
stance toward the missions in California and actively worked to undermine their
wealth and power. The government’s anti-mission sentiment culminated in the
passage of the Secularization Act of 1833, which downgraded missions to the
status of parish churches and gave the Mexican governor of California the power
to redistribute the vast mission land holdings in the form of grants. On August
17, 1833, the Congress of Mexico decreed the secularization of California
missions, freeing both the mission lands and the native neophytes from church
jurisdiction. Thousands of native neophytes were separated from their missions
and forced to seek wage labor on ranchos or in the pueblo itself. Between 1835
and 1846, land used by the missions was for the most part divided into private
ranches. Despite legal provisions awarding half of all mission property to the
neophytes of the mission, few rancho parcels were ever granted to the
missionized natives.

Although popularly referred to as “Spanish” ranchos, land grants were made only
during the Mexican period. The land grant movement did not become active
until after mission secularization, which triggered a land rush and a shifting of
the population outward from the pueblos (Robinson 1948). From that time until
the end of Mexican rule, liberal incentives were offered to persons wishing to
raise livestock. More than 500 ranchos existed in California in 1846. All but
approximately 30 of those were the result of land grants from the Mexican
government of California (Robinson 1948). From 1848 to the 1870s, the
dominant agricultural pattern was a mix of stock raising and commercial
agriculture (Jelinek 1982).

Rancho Jurupa (Stearns)

The Mexican government granted the Rancho Jurupa to Juan Bandini in 1838.
Prior to Bandini’s ownership, the rancho had been the property of the Mission
San Gabriel (Gudde 1998). The land grant to Bandini consisted of over 32,000
acres, which extended for twenty miles along both sides of the Santa Ana River
(Hoover 1990; Beck and Haase 1974). Bandini was one of the first white settlers
in Riverside County. His first home was constructed in 1839 on the rancho,
along a high bluff along the northwest side of the Santa Ana River, a few miles
north of the City of Corona. In 1843, he sold one and a half leagues of the
rancho to Benjamin D. Wilson, a trader in New Mexico. In 1850, Wilson sold
his acreage to Louis Robidoux (Hoover 1990). In 1859, after Bandini’s death,
most of the remaining Rancho Jurupa was sold to his son-in-law, Abel Stearns.
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Rancho La Sierra (Sepulveda)

The 17, 774 acre Rancho La Sierra (Sepulveda) was granted by Governor Pio
Pico (Beck and Haase 1974). The rancho was purchased by California land
speculator Abel Stearns in 1857.

United States Conquest and Settlement

In the 1840s, tensions between Mexico and the United States culminated in the
Mexican-American War (Bean and Rawls 1993). By 1848, the war had resulted
in the transfer of leadership in California from Mexico to the United States. The
shift in leadership dramatically affected the inhabitants and economy of
California. However, it was the coming of the railroads and the resulting influx
of new residents in the late 1800s that irreversibly changed the character of
Riverside. The Butterfield stage route from St. Louis to Los Angeles passed
through Riverside County on a route marked by the towns of Lake Elsinore and
Temecula. Railroads brought additional new residents and, as the population
grew and Euro-Americans became the majority, residential communities
sprouted up to house the new inhabitants. Euro-Americans brought industrial
capitalism in the forms of large-scale ranching, agriculture, mining, and logging.

The shift from open-range ranching to mixed agriculture and fenced ranches was
encouraged by several factors. The first is population growth; open-range
ranching dominated southern California during the Mexican period due to
relatively low population densities outside of pueblos and missions, and it
required little human labor (Jelinek 1982). However, the cattle industry began to
decline in the 1850s, and hit particularly bad times in the 1860s. Ranchers
overstocked their herds in 1853, resulting in dwindling prices and profits in the
industry. Additionally, a series of droughts between 1856 and 1864 decimated
cattle herds, causing severe economic setbacks (Jelinek 1999). Some ranchers
adjusted to these troubles by shifting to sheep raising. Wool prices were good
during the 1860s, and fencing laws before the 1870s further displaced cattle
raising as paramount in southern California ranching (Heilbron et al. 1936,
Jelinek 1982).

In addition, as American emigrants poured into California during the Gold Rush,
a surplus labor pool developed, as not all aspiring miners were successful at the
endeavor. Large subsistence demands emerged from the gold towns, as
involvement in mining activities precluded substantial agriculture ventures. The
demand for beef from the northern mining communities affected changes in
southern California ranching; the hide and tallow trade was scaled back in favor
of beef stock raising. In order to raise healthy beef stock, ranchers tended closely
to their herds. Good beef stock required a special diet and could not be allowed
to wander too far afield, where the health of the herd could not be easily
monitored. In response, ranchers fenced in their lands to keep track of their cattle
and hired numerous ranch hands from California’s recently expanded labor pool
(Jelinek 1999).
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City of Riverside

In 1869, a transcontinental railroad had been completed to Sacramento and San
Francisco, and it was anticipated that a second line that would pass near San
Bernardino would be finished within the next few years (Patterson 1996). In
anticipation of this new rail line, land speculation became active. Colonies in
nearby areas had already sprouted up, including the Mormons in San Bernardino
and the San Franciscans of German descent in Anaheim (Patterson 1996).
Another among those who saw the potential for settlement and financial success
in Southern California was John W. North, a native of Tennessee.

In 1870, North announced his intentions to form a colony in Southern California
in the form of a leaflet mailed to friends and family (Patterson 1996). With the
assistance of a committee comprised of Dr. James Greeves, Judge E. G. Brown,
and Dr. K. D. Shugart, the Riverside area was inspected and determined suitable
for habitation. The land was deeded to the Southern California Colony
Association by the California Silk Center Association and the town of Riverside
was established. Additional tracts were added in 1874 from Abel Stearns, as
owner of the Jurupa, as well as a portion of Rubidoux’s ranching lands (Robinson
1957).

The Southern California Colony Association built the first irrigation canal in
Riverside County in July 1871, diverting water from the Santa Ana River for
small-scale irrigation and domestic water supply (Holmes et al. 1912). The
Riverside Land and Irrigating Company incorporated in 1874, and in the same
year bought the land and water rights of the Southern California Colony
Association. The Riverside Land and Irrigating Company used existing ditches
to form the basis of a more efficient water system that (according to historian E.
W. Holmes) was “responsible for the prosperity of Riverside” (Holmes et al.
1912). The city water supply was further improved in 1885, with the completion
of the Matthew Gage Water System. The Gage Water System doubled the
irrigable acreage of the valley, and included a canal that ran from a point on the
Santa Ana River north of Colton to 8" Street in Riverside (Holmes et al.1912).

The Washington navel orange tree was introduced into Riverside sometime
between 1873 and 1875. Although accounts differ as to how the orange made its
way into the area, the combination of the Brazilian strain and the Riverside soil
and climate created an enormous demand for the fruit throughout California
(Robinson 1957). However, as population and agricultural interests competed for
access to water, conflict arose between subdividers, users of water, and water
companies. Incorporation of Riverside in 1883 helped to create a peaceful
settlement by providing an equitable distribution of lands for sale for which water
was available (Hoover et al. 1990, Robinson 1957). In 1893, Riverside County
was established, with the City of Riverside as the county seat.

In 1941, the Colorado River aqueduct, which passes under the San Jacinto
mountains and ends at Lake Mathews in Riverside County, was completed.

From Lake Mathews, feeder lines carried water to areas within the Metropolitan
Water District. The joining of the Eastern and Western water district regions in
1954 provided enough water to support both residential and agricultural interests.
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Methods

Record Search

A record search was conducted for the preliminary Phase I Expansion portion of
the project at the Eastern Information Center of the California Historical
Resources Information System located at the University of California, Riverside
on November 2, 2005. The record search did not include the core distribution
system or the agricultural use system because these systems were conceptual at
the time of this study. Therefore, no data was collected for this programmatic
analysis.

The record search consulted the state’s database of previous cultural resources
studies, previously recorded cultural resources sites, and state and federal historic
registers. According to the record search, thirty-eight cultural resources studies
have been conducted within a one-mile radius of the preliminary Phase I
Expansion portion project area. Five of these studies involved portions of the
project area (CA-RIV-2307, -3395, -3959, -4199, -4404). Approximately 5% to
10% of the total alignment has been previously surveyed. A total of ninety-two
cultural resources have been previously recorded within one-mile of the project
area and forty-nine of those are located within %4 of a mile of the project area.
Three of the previously recorded cultural resources have been identified adjacent
to the boundaries of the project area. According to the record search, the
adjacent properties are defined as those situated next to the existing
roadway/edge of pavement where the proposed Phase I Expansion pipeline
would be located. These include: “Kendall’s” Commercial Building located at
6091 Jurupa Avenue (33-132254), a private residence at 7297 Jurupa Avenue
(33-13253), and the Administration Building of the Sherman Institute/the
Sherman Indian Museum (33-8407), a property that is currently listed in the
National Register of Historic Places.

Archival Research

Limited archival research was conducted at the University of California, Irvine
and the archives at Jones & Stokes. The research was undertaken in an effort to
identify historically significant themes and architectural trends that may have
been associated with the project area. Resources reviewed included county and
city histories, historic topographic maps, and historic inventories.

Consultation

Jones & Stokes sent a letter to the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) on October 21, 2005 requesting a review of the sacred lands file as well
as a list of Native American representatives to be contacted for information
regarding sacred sites within the project area. According to the NAHC response
dated November 4, 2005, there are no known sacred sites within the Phase I
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Expansion area. However, the NAHC also indicated that the absence of specific
site information in the sacred lands file does not indicate the absence of cultural
resources. The NAHC recommended that other sources of cultural resources
should also be contacted for information regarding known and recorded sites.
Specifically, local Native Americans individuals and organizations that may have
knowledge of cultural resources in the project area should also be contacted
during future project-level studies.

Impacts and Mitigation

Methodology

Although the Citywide Recycled Water Master Plan does not provide specific
plans for water projects, implementation of general policies for water related
improvements and enhancements may have an impact on historic an
archaeological resources in the plan area. This section will address the
anticipated program-level impacts of the Master Plan and will identify basic
mitigation measures for reducing potential impacts. Further guidance is also
provided for identifying and mitigating impacts at the project level.

Some areas covered by the plan are densely populated with older commercial and
residential buildings, whereas others contain agricultural properties or rural
landscapes. Before initiating activities in areas that support structures over 50
years of age, reconnaissance surveys of project areas should be conducted and
evaluations prepared to determine which resources would be considered
historically significant.

Identification and evaluation of archaeological resources or the possibility for
them to exist within project areas is also necessary. These studies should comply
with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. It is important
that such studies be completed as early in the planning process as possible to
allow for consideration of a full range of mitigation alternatives, if mitigation is
necessary. Before conducting any cultural resources investigations for future
project-level activities, project planners should consult with the lead agency to
establish appropriate methods, define the study area, and agree upon procedures
for consultation with interested parties.

Minimally, archeological identification and sensitivity assessment studies
required that a qualified archaeologist conduct:

m A record search at the official state archive for Riverside County, which is
the Eastern Information Center of the California Resources Inventory
System;

m  Research using other appropriate reference materials;

m A pedestrian survey or examination of exposed ground surface; and
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m  Written documentation of the results of the study, an assessment of the
sensitivity of the project area for archaeological resources, and
recommendations for further work.

The archaeological sensitivity assessment may be based on the presence of
artifacts or features on the ground surface, similarities of topography or
geography to other archaeologically sensitive areas, reports of previous
discoveries in the area, or evidence revealed during archival or other
documentary research. Consultation with various state and federal agencies,
Native American groups, local historical societies, and other interested or
knowledgeable parties may also be appropriate or required.

If archaeological resources are discovered, or if the potential for them to exist in
the area is considered significant, additional work to discover their nature, extent,
and significance may be necessary. Such work is conducted to establish whether
the archaeological resources appear to meet the criteria for inclusion in the
NRHP or the CRHR. This work should be conducted according to the applicable
federal or state guidelines and regulations, in consultation with the lead agency
and other appropriate agencies and individuals, and by a qualified archaeologist.
Evaluations of the significance of archaeological sites usually include (but are
not limited to):

m  Additional archival research;

m  Writing of a research design and treatment plan for any discovered resources;
m  Excavation or other types of fieldwork;

®  Analysis of the artifacts and other data;

m  Special studies, such as geomorphological studies;

m  Preparation of a technical report; and

m  Appropriate archival curation of the artifacts and accompanying data.

The technical report should document the findings of the archival and field
research, evaluate the ability of the site to meet the criteria for inclusion in the

NRHP or CRHR, and make recommendations, if necessary, for mitigation of
project impacts on any significant sites.

Archaeological sites are most often determined to be eligible or ineligible for

inclusion in the NRHP or the CRHR based on data recovered during excavation,
not on the basis of surface finds or archival research alone.

Significance Criteria

CEQA Significance Criteria

Regulatory compliance with regard to cultural resources is governed by CEQA.
CEQA Guidelines define a significant cultural resource as “a resource listed in or
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eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources” (CRHR)
(Pub. Res. Code Section 5024.1). A resource may be eligible for inclusion in the
CRHR if it meets any one of the following criteria:

1. Itis associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;

2. Itis associated with the lives of important historical figures;

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method
of construction, represents the work of an important creative individual, or
possesses high artistic value; or

4. It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, important prehistoric or historic
information.

In addition, if an archaeological site does not fall within the definition of an
historical resource, but does meet the definition of a “unique archaeological
resource (Pub. Res. Code 21083.2), then the site must be treated in accordance
with the special provisions for such resources. An archaeological resource will
be “unique” if:

m [t is associated with an event or person of recognized significance in
California or American history or recognized scientific importance in
prehistory;

m  Can provide information that is of demonstrable public interest and is useful
in addressing scientifically consequential and reasonable research questions;

m  Has a special or particular quality such as oldest, best example, largest, or
last surviving example of its kind;

m s at least 100 years old and possess substantial stratigraphic integrity; or

m  Involves important research questions that historical research has shown can
be answered only with archaeological methods.

The question of integrity is an additional factor that must be addressed. Integrity
is determined through application of seven factors: location, design, setting,
workmanship, materials, feeling, and association. These seven can be roughly
grouped into three types of integrity considerations. Location and setting relate
to the relationship between the property and its environment. Design, materials,
and workmanship, as they apply to historic buildings, relate to construction
methods and architectural details. Feeling and association are the least objective
of the seven criteria, and pertain to the overall ability of the property to convey a
sense of the historical time and place in which it was constructed. Loss of
integrity, if substantial, will render a property ineligible, irrespective of
significance. Likewise, a resource can have complete integrity, but if it lacks
significance it must also be considered ineligible.

Even without a formal determination of significance and nomination for listing in
the CRHR, the lead agency can determine that a resource is potentially eligible
for such listing to assist in determining whether a significant impact would occur.
The fact that a resource is not listed in the CRHR, or has not been determined
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eligible for such listing, and is not included in a local register of historic
resources does not preclude an agency from determining that a resource may be a
historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.

State CEQA Guidelines

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(1) and (2) identifies the threshold for
a significant impact on a historical resource as the potential to cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. That means the
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of the resource would be
materially impaired. The significance of a historical resource is materially
impaired when a project results in the following:

®  Demolition or material alteration in an adverse manner of those physical
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance
and justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, CRHR.

m  Demolition or material alteration in an adverse manner of those physical
characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical
resources pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its
identification in a historical resources survey meeting the requirements of
Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of
evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant.

m  Demolition or material alteration in an adverse manner of those physical
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance
and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in CRHR as determined by a lead
agency for purposes of CEQA.

Riverside County Historic District Significance Criteria

A district shall be established only if the board makes one or more of the
following findings regarding the area being considered:

1. The area exemplifies or reflects significant aspects of the cultural, political,
economic or social history of the nation, state or county;

2. The area is identified with historic personages or with important events in
national, state or local history; or

3. The area embodies the distinguishing characteristics of a significant
architectural period which is inherently valuable for the study of architecture
unique to the history of the county, state or nation.
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Riverside County Guidelines

According to section 15.72.050, within the boundaries of an adopted historic
preservation district, no building or structure shall be constructed or altered and
no building permit, except for permits for demolition of a building, shall be
issued by the director of building and safety unless a certificate of historic
appropriateness is first issued by the planning director or granted on appeal by
the planning commission or the East Area planning council. Within the
boundaries of an adopted historic preservation district, no person shall alter, or
cause to be altered, construct, or cause to be constructed, any building or
structure, except in strict compliance with the plans approved in conjunction with
the issuance of a certificate of historic appropriateness.

City of Riverside Significance Criteria

The City maintains an active program to designate historic resources as described
in the Historic Preservation Element of the City of Riverside General Plan (2003)
and Title 20 of the Municipal Code. The Cultural Resources Ordinance
recognizes four types of local designation:

m  Cultural Heritage Landmark: A cultural resource of the highest order of
importance.

m  Structure of Merit: A cultural resource that is important, but a lesser level of
significance than a Cultural Heritage Landmark.

m  Historic District: A geographically defined area within the City that has a
significant concentration of cultural resources that represent themes
important in local history.

m  Neighborhood Conservation Area: Similar to a historic district, but with
resources of somewhat lesser significance and/or with a lesser concentration
of resources.

Section 20.20.010 states that a cultural resource may be designated by the City
Council upon the recommendation of the Cultural Heritage Board as a landmark
pursuant to this title if it:

1. Exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City's cultural, social,
economic, political, aesthetic, engineering, architectural or natural history; or

2. Is identified with persons or events significant in local, state or national
history; or

3. Embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period or method of
construction, or is a valuable example of the use of indigenous materials or
craftsmanship; or

4. Represents the work of a notable builder, designer or architect; or

5. Contributes to the significance of an historic area, being a geographically
definable area possessing a concentration of historic or scenic properties or
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thematically related grouping of properties which contribute to each other
and are unified aesthetically by plan or physical development; or

6. Has a unique location or singular physical characteristics or is a view or vista
representing an established and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood
community or of the City; or

7. Embodies elements of architectural design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship
that represent a significant structural or architectural achievement or
innovation; or

8. Is similar to other distinctive properties, sites, areas, or objects based on an
historic, cultural or architectural motif; or

9. Reflects significant geographical patterns, including those associated with
different eras of settlement and growth, particular transportation modes, or
distinctive examples of park or community planning; or

10. Is one of the few remaining examples in the City, region, State, or nation
possessing distinguishing characteristics of an architectural or historical type
or specimen. (Ord. 6263 § 1 (part), 1996)

Section 20.21.010 states that a cultural resource may be designated by the City
Council upon the recommendation of the Cultural Heritage Board as a structure
of merit, as defined in Section 20.10.010, and pursuant to this title if it:

A. Represents in its location an established and familiar visual feature of the
neighborhood, community or City; or

B. Materially benefits the historic, architectural or aesthetic character of the
neighborhood; or

C. Isan example of a type of building which was once common but is now rare
in its neighborhood, community or area; or

D. Is connected with a business or use which was once common but is now rare;
or

E. Contributes to an understanding of contextual significance of a
neighborhood, community or area. (Ord. 6263 § 1 (part), 1996).

Section 20.25.010 states that a historic district is a geographically definable area
possessing a concentration, linkage or continuity, constituting more than fifty
percent of the total, of historic or scenic properties or thematically related
grouping of properties which contribute to each other and are unified
aesthetically by plan or physical development which has been designated an
historic district by the City Council upon the recommendation of the Cultural
Heritage Board pursuant to the provisions of this title. A geographic area may be
designated as an historic district by the City Council upon the recommendation of
the Board if it:

A. Exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City's cultural, social,
economic, political, aesthetic, engineering, architectural, or natural history;
or
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B. Isidentified with persons or events significant in local, State, or national
history; or

C. Embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of
construction, or is a valuable example of the use of indigenous materials or
craftsmanship; or

D. Represents the work of notable builders, designers, or architects; or

E. Has a unique location or is a view or vista representing an established and
familiar visual feature of a neighborhood community or of the City; or

F. Embodies a collection of elements of architectural design, detail, materials or
craftsmanship that represent a significant structural or architectural
achievement or innovation; or

G. Reflects significant geographical patterns, including those associated with
different eras of settlement and growth, particular transportation modes, or
distinctive examples of park or community planning; or

H. Conveys a sense of historic and architectural cohesiveness through its design,
setting, materials, workmanship or association. (Ord. 6263 § 1 (part), 1996)

Section 20.26.010 states that a neighborhood conservation area, as defined in
Section 20.10.010, may be designated by the City Council upon the
recommendation of the Cultural Heritage Board pursuant to the provisions of this
title. A geographic area may be designated as a neighborhood conservation area
by the City Council upon the recommendation of the Board if it (Section
20.26.010):

A. Provides a contextual understanding of the broader patterns of Riverside's
cultural, social, economic, political, aesthetic, engineering, architectural, or
natural history; or

B. Represents established and familiar visual features of a neighborhood,
community, or of the City; or

C. Reflects significant development or geographical patterns, including those
associated with different eras of settlement and growth; or

D. Conveys a sense of historic or architectural cohesiveness through its design,
setting, materials, workmanship or association. (Ord. 6263 § 1 (part), 1996)

City of Riverside Guidelines

According to Section 20.30.010 of Title 20 and the Historic Preservation Element
of the City of Riverside General Plan (2003), no person, owner or other entity
shall restore, rehabilitate, alter, develop, construct, demolish, remove or change
the appearance of any cultural resource without first having applied for and been
granted a Certificate of Appropriateness by the Cultural Heritage Board, or
Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness by the Cultural Resources
Administrator, or by the City Council on appeal. The requirements of this
Chapter are in addition to any and all other city permit requirements.
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Impact Analysis

Table 3C-1 lists the potential impacts and their level of significance (potentially
significant impacts are highlighted in bold). Mitigation measures for significant
impacts are identified in the analysis of individual effects and described in detail
in “Mitigation for Significant Impacts.”

Table 3C-1. Summary List of Impacts and Level of Significance

Impact ID

Type of Impact Level of Impact

Cultural Resources

CR-IMP-1

CR-IMP-2

Demolition of historic resources from Potentially significant and unavoidable
construction of project components

Alteration or restoration of historic Potentially significant (less than
resources from construction of project significant with mitigation
components incorporated)

CR-IMP-3

CR-IMP-4

Relocation of historic resources from project Potentially significant and unavoidable
right-of-way acquisition

Disturbance of archaeological resources or Potentially significant (less than
human remains from construction of project significant with mitigation
components incorporated)

Because the Citywide Recycled Water Master Plan is comprised of future
projects that are expected but have not yet been defined, program-level impacts
and general mitigation measures have been defined that will be implemented as
specific projects are planned.

CR-IMP-1: Demolition of Historic Resources

Projects proposed under the Citywide Recycled Water Master Plan may require
demolition or removal of buildings, structures, or cultural landscapes, which may
affect historic resources in or around project areas. Demolition of resources
considered historically significant under CEQA would result in a significant
impact on the environment. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-MM-1A
(avoidance) would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Alteration or relocation, themselves considered impacts, can reduce impacts on
some properties to a less-than-significant level, if appropriate mitigation
measures are taken (see discussion and mitigation measures for Impacts CR-
IMP-2 and -3). However, these remedies are not appropriate for all resources.

Where avoidance proves infeasible, and alteration or relocation is not
appropriate, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. Mitigation
Measures CR-MM-1B, -1C, and -2A are recommended to soften the impact,
although these measures would not reduce it to a less-than-significant level.
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Because for this program-level analysis the City cannot be certain that no cultural
resources will be affected by Master Plan projects, or that avoidance will be
found feasible for all potentially affected resources, this impact is considered
significant and unavoidable at the programmatic level.

CR-IMP-2: Alteration or Restoration of Historic
Resources

Projects proposed under the Citywide Recycled Water Master Plan may require
the alteration, renovation, or restoration of existing historic buildings, structures,
or cultural landscapes considered significant under CEQA. Changing such
features may affect their ability to meet the criteria of the CRHR, and are
therefore considered a significant impact.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-MM-1A (avoidance), or Mitigation
Measures CR-MM-2A (standard alterations) and -2B (design review) would
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Relocation, itself an impact,
may also be appropriate mitigation for some historic resources, but only if other
appropriate mitigation measures are taken (see Impact CR-IMP-3).

CR-IMP-3: Relocation of Historic Resources

Projects proposed under the Citywide Recycled Water Master Plan may involve
the acquiring of right-of-way or purchasing parcels, which may lead to the
relocation of structures or other resources. Relocation of historically significant
buildings and structures could result in a substantial adverse change to historical
resources if efforts are not made to maintain their historic integrity. The new
setting of a relocated historical resource must be comparable to the original to
avoid an adverse impact. Where the setting is not integral to the significance of
the resource, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-MM-1A or Mitigation
Measures CR-MM-2A and —2B would reduce the impact of relocation to a less-
than-significant level.

However, if the specific location of the resource is integral to its significance,
and avoidance is not feasible, then relocation is considered a significant and
unavoidable impact. Such relocation can make a resource ineligible for the
NRHP and CRHR. Mitigation Measures CR-MM-1B and -1C are recommended
to soften the impacts, although they would not reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level. Relocation of archaeological sites is not appropriate.

Because for this program-level analysis the City cannot be certain that no
resources will be affected by Master Plan projects, or that avoidance or
appropriate relocation will be found feasible for all potentially affected resources,
this impact is considered significant and unavoidable at the programmatic level.

For a discussion of the relocation of individual human remains or a cemetery,
please see Impact CR-IMP-4 and Mitigation Measure CR-MM-2B.
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CR-IMP-4: Disturbance of Archaeological Resources
or Human Remains

Ground disturbance during implementation of water pipeline projects may have a
significant impact on archaeological resources that may be located in the project
area. Much archaeological data is dependent upon the association of artifacts and
features with each other; damaging the physical context of archacological data
reduces the information that can be retrieved. However, previous ground
disturbance does not indicate that the site lacks integrity and therefore historic
significance. Sites can retain considerable significance and data potential despite
disturbances.

Buried archaeological sites or deposits that were not identified during previous
research and field studies could be inadvertently unearthed during ground-
disturbing activities, possibly resulting in damage to significant archaeological
resources. Buried human remains that were not identified during previous
research and field studies could also be inadvertently unearthed during ground-
disturbing activities, possibly resulting in damage to the human remains.
Possible disturbance of archaeological resources or human remains is considered
a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-MM-1A, -2B,
and —4A through —4F as appropriate would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level.

Mitigation for Significant Impacts

CR-MM-1A: Avoid Cultural Resources and Human
Remains

The City shall ensure that the project proponent identifies significant cultural
resources, including the locations of human remains, and design future projects
so that the resources (and their settings, if possible) are avoided and unaffected.

Avoidance is the preferred mitigation measure for all cultural resources;
however, avoidance is often not a feasible alternative. When a future project has
sufficient flexibility, avoidances shall be considered during preparation of a
future project-level CEQA document. If avoidance is not feasible and demolition
is necessary, this impact would be potentially significant and unavoidable.

CR-MM-1B: Conduct Further Study of the Resource to
Document and Convey Its Significance

The City shall ensure that the project proponent retains a qualified cultural
resource specialist to gather additional information about the historic resource
before project implementation. Study of the resource is particularly helpful if the
resource is a property type that is not well understood or has not bee intensively
researched previously. Implementation of this measure may require that cultural
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resource professionals conduct additional archival research and fieldwork
focusing on the resource in question and others of the same property type. This
mitigation measure shall be implemented in conjunction with Mitigation Measure
CR-MM-1C.

CR-MM-1C: Obtain Standard Photographic and Written
Documentation

The City shall ensure that the project proponent retains a qualified cultural
resource specialist to document the affected resource to Historic American
Buildings Survey (HABS) and Historic American Engineering Record (HAER)
standards. HABS and HAER are programs to document historic resources
formally through the use of large-format photography, measured drawings,
written architectural descriptions, and historical narratives. Such documentation
packages are entered into the Library of Congress and a second copy is generally
archived in the regional information centers of the California Historic Resources
Information System. This mitigation measure is not appropriate for
archaeological sites.

CR-MM-2A: Ensure that Alterations Conform to the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards

The City shall ensure that any alterations to historic buildings or structures,
including relocation, conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. This
mitigation measure is not appropriate for archaeological sites.

CR-MM-2B: Conduct Design Review

The City shall ensure that the project proponent submits project designs for
design review by the appropriate parties. Reviewers may include agency
officials or a local landmarks commission, depending on the project and the
resource affected. Local cultural groups shall be consulted when sacred or
traditional cultural properties, or sites containing human remains, would be
affected. If impacts would result from project design, the project shall be
redesigned or modified to soften impacts, particularly when the impacts are
related to aesthetics or noise.

CR-MM-4A: Comply with State Laws Pertaining to the
Discovery of Human Remains

If human remains are discovered or anticipated, the project proponent and
construction contractors shall comply with state laws (CEQA rev. 1998, Section
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15064.5; CEQA Public Resources Code Section 5097) relating to the discovery
and identification of human remains.

Compliance may require archaeological fieldwork before construction to
determine whether remains are present, cessation of construction in the area of
discovery, notification of the County Coroner, consultation with descendents or
Native American groups, and relocation of remains by qualified personnel in a
cultural and scientifically appropriate manner.

CR-MM-4B: Conduct Archaeological Data Recovery

If, following identification and evaluation efforts by a qualified archaeologist, an
archaeological site is determined to meet the criteria for inclusion in the NRHP
or the CRHR and avoidance or redesign of the project is not feasible, research
and fieldwork to recover and analyze the data contained in that site shall be
conducted. This work may involve additional archival and historical research;
excavation; analysis of the artifacts, features, and other data discovered;
presentation of the results in a technical report; and curation of the recovered
artifacts and accompanying data. Consultation with the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP), the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO),
and other interested or knowledgeable parties may also be required or
appropriate.

CR-MM-4C: Conduct Archaeological Monitoring

If construction or earthmoving activities are proposed for an area that has been
determined to be sensitive for archaeological resources or human remains, a
qualified archaeologist shall monitor earthmoving activities. Monitoring is not a
substitute for the identification, evaluation, or archaeological data-recovery
processes. Monitoring shall be conducted where the inadvertent discovery of
archaeological resources or human remains is considered possible. Monitoring
by an archaeologist and a Native American representative shall be considered for
areas where Native American human remains could be discovered.

If the archaeological monitor identifies archaeological resources or human
remains, additional recommendations for their further evaluation or treatment
shall be made by a qualified archaeologist. Recommendations may include
cessation of earthmoving activities in the vicinity of the discovery; additional
fieldwork, including controlled archaeological excavation; and/or consultation
with interested or knowledgeable parties, including the SHPO.

CR-MM-4D: Halt Work if Cultural Resources are
Suspected to Exist in the Project Area

If archaeological or human remains are discovered or suspected, the construction
contractor shall cease earthmoving activity in that area and within 100 feet of the
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discovery. The contractor shall notify the project proponent. The project
proponent shall notify the City and retain a qualified archaeologist to assess the
nature, extent, and significance of the find. If necessary, appropriate treatment
measures shall be developed by a qualified archaeologist in consultation with the
SHPO, the City, and other interested or knowledgeable parties. The City shall
ensure that the project proponent implements these treatment measures.

CR-MM-4E: Cover or “Cap” Archaeological Resources

Properly done, covering or “capping” an archaeological resource can preserve it
from further damage and retain its integrity for the future. Capping involves
placing appropriate materials on the surface of the site so that the surface retains
its integrity. Materials and methods shall be determined through consultation
with parties knowledgeable in archaeological conservation techniques. Capping
shall be preceded by substantial recording of the location and extent of the site by
a qualified archaeologist and assurances by appropriate jurisdictions that future
work in the vicinity will not damage the site or its capping layers. The project
proponent and the City shall ensure that, despite capping of the site, the
underlying resources will be available to future qualified researchers. Because
availability to future researchers is a condition of capping, this mitigation
measure may not be appropriate for vital features of the City’s infrastructure that
should not be disturbed after construction.

CR-MM-4F: Restriction of Access to Native American
Traditional or Religious Sites

Water infrastructure improvements could restrict access to previously accessible
locations that are important to Native Americans. This is considered a significant
impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-MM-1A (avoidance) or
Mitigation Measure CR-MM-2B (design review) would reduce this impact to a
less-than-significant level.
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Chapter 4
Cumulative Impact Analysis

Introduction

The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130) require that cumulative impacts be
analyzed in an EIR when the resulting impacts are cumulatively considerable
and, therefore, potentially significant. Cumulative impacts refer to the combined
effect of project impacts with the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects. The discussion of cumulative impacts must reflect
the severity of the impacts, as well as the likelihood of their occurrence.
However, the discussion need not be as detailed as the discussion of
environmental impacts attributable to the project alone. Furthermore, the
discussion should remain practical and reasonable in considering other projects
and related cumulatively considerable impacts. According to Section 15355 of
the Guidelines:

“Cumulative impacts” refer to two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts.

(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a
number of separate projects.

(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when
added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable
future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.

Furthermore, according to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 (a)(1):

As defined in Section 15355, a “cumulative impact” consists of an impact that is
created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR
together with other projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not discuss
impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.
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In addition, as stated in the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064(i)(5), it
should be noted that:

The mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects
alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s
incremental effects are cumulatively considerable.

Therefore, the cumulative impacts discussion in an EIR focuses on whether the
impacts of the proposed project are cumulatively considerable within the context
of combined impacts caused by other past, present, or future projects. The
cumulative impact scenario considers other projects proposed within the area that
have the potential to contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts.

Methodology and Significance Criteria

In this draft PEIR, the potential for the proposed project to have incremental
effects that are “cumulatively considerable” is evaluated in terms of the project’s
impacts combined with the following types of related projects and activities:

m  diversion of water from the Santa Ana River under appropriations or in
connection with other recycled water projects;

®m construction, operation, and maintenance of facilities to divert and/or
distribute the water;

m use of the diverted water by other water agencies with pending SWRCB
applications; and

m land uses associated with the end use of the diverted water.

See “Existing and Future Projects” below for a summary of the proposed
diversions and brief description of individual projects.

The criteria used to determine significance are as follows:

1. the impact of the proposed project would contribute to an existing significant
cumulative impact, or

2. the incremental effects of the proposed project, when combined with similar
effects from other projects, would exceed an established threshold of
significance.

Existing and Future Projects

For purposes of this draft PEIR, existing and future projects considered in this
analysis of cumulative effects are limited to those that would affect the water
flow in Reach 3 of the Santa Ana River (i.e., upstream of Prado Dam) or would
affect resources in the project area.
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Santa Ana River Diversions

As indicated in Table 4-1, water rights applications and diversions for other
recycled water programs potentially would re-direct 666,864 afy from the Santa
Ana River system. Of this total, approximately 411,864 afy would be diverted
upstream from Prado Dam. Water rights applicants and major facilities are
shown in Figure 4-1.

Table 4-1. Cumulative Projects List — Santa Ana River Reach 3

Proposed Diversion

Agenc Details
seney (afy)

Water Rights Applications

San Bernardino Valley 200,000 Diversion to surface and underground storage, and direct

Municipal Water diversion. Construction of new facilities.

District/Western Municipal

Water District

San Bernardino Valley Water 55,464 41,772 afy from the Santa Ana River, added to an

Conservation District existing 10,400 license; up to 19,800 from Mill Creek.
Diversion to existing surface and groundwater storage
facilities.

Chino Basin Water Master 97,000 Diversion to existing groundwater storage. Also
planning new recharge facilities in Chino basin

City of Riverside 41,400 Diversion to recycled water system (see Chapter 2,
“Project Description,” for details)

Orange County Water District 255,000 Diversion for storage and recharge; in addition to
existing rights to 250,000 afy.

Applications Subtotal 648,864

Other Recycled Water Programs

City of San 18,000 Divert for recycled water purposes; currently discharges

Bernardino/Western Water 44,895 afy; 16,000 mgd required under Prado

Company Rapid Infiltration agreement.

and Extraction

TOTAL 666,864

Water Rights Applications

San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District and
Western Municipal Water District

The applications of San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District and Western
Municipal Water District propose to divert up to 200,000 afy from the Santa Ana
River. Existing facilities would be used to the extent feasible to divert, convey,
and store water from the Santa Ana River. However, it would be necessary to
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construct and/or modify a number of facilities. These facilities would be located
in four areas.

m  The Seven Oaks Dam and Reservoir Area includes the intake structure of
Seven Oaks Dam, the access road to the intake structure, and a section of
road providing access to the area upstream of the dam. To achieve the
desired level of conservation storage, these infrastructure elements would
require modification.

®  The Santa Ana River Construction Area would include the following
proposed new facilities: Plunge Pool Pipeline; Low Flow Connector
Pipeline; and Morton Canyon Connector II Pipeline;

®  The Devil Canyon Construction Area adjacent to the Devil Canyon Power
Plant and afterbays of the State Water Project would be used to
accommodate the new Devil Canyon By-Pass Pipeline.

m  The Lytle Creek Construction Area would include the new Lower Lytle
Creek Pipeline and the Cactus Basins Pipeline.

Water appropriated from the Santa Ana River would be put to beneficial use in
the service areas of the two agencies through direct use, groundwater recharge,
and/or exchange. Both agencies developed analytic techniques and models that
allow them to demonstrate the manner in which groundwater and surface water
resources in their region can be conjunctively used. These techniques and
models also demonstrate how it is possible to allocate water for maximum
beneficial use through direct delivery, spreading to underground storage, or
exchange. The agencies do not propose exporting water for use outside their
service areas. Any water conveyed outside their service areas would be returned
via exchange as soon as practical.

The Draft EIR for the agencies’ water applications indicates that the proposed
diversion would decrease flows in the Santa Ana River on non-storm days
between Seven Oaks Dam and Riverside Narrows. Various potential mitigation
measures involving changes in the timing, pattern, and volume of diversions
were assessed. However, no feasible mitigation measures were identified.

Due to the spatial and temporal variability of effects, concentration levels of TDS
and nitrate would intermittently and locally exceed water quality objectives in the
San Bernardino Basin Area (SBBA). Less-than-significant and beneficial
impacts would also occur intermittently and locally. Implementation of
mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR would reduce TDS and nitrate
concentration levels, but there could be short periods of time when significant
impacts would remain. Therefore, impacts to TDS and nitrate concentration
levels in the SBBA would be significant and unavoidable.

Biological impacts associated with the agencies’ applications would result
primarily from 1) ground disturbance during construction and 2) reduction in
flows in the main channel of the Santa Ana River. Construction activities would
result in the disturbance and removal of riparian, wetland, stream, and upland
habitat—including riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub—and would harm wildlife
species. These impacts would be reduced by implementation of a suite of
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mitigation measures. Prior to construction activities, surveys would be
conducted, the results of which would aid in avoiding disturbance to habitats and
wildlife species. A program would be implemented that includes: restricting
disturbance, employee training, onsite monitoring, adoption of best management
practices, and protection measures specifically designed for listed species.
Additional mitigation would be achieved through the development and
implementation of a Habitat Revegetation, Restoration, and Monitoring Program.
If these measures prove not to be effective mitigation, a compensation program
would be implemented to provide for the acquisition of at last 1 acre of habitat of
similar or greater habitat value for every acre removed.

The proposed diversion also would result in a reduced frequency and extent of
overbank flooding in the segment of the Santa Ana River between Cuttle Weir
and the confluence with Mill Creek. These changes could have significant
impacts on the San Bernardino kangaroo rat and Santa Ana River woolly-star.
This impact could be minimized by 1) monitoring and removing invasive
non-native plant species that diminish value of habitat for the two listed species
and 2) together with federal and state agencies, implementing a program to
restore/renew habitat. Changes in stream flow associated with implementation of
mitigation measures also could affect aquatic, riparian, and wetland habitats and
species downstream of the points of diversion, but these impacts would be less
than significant.

Other impacts associated with the applications include high groundwater levels at
various locations within the SBBA groundwater basin. Development of a
groundwater level monitoring program and focused groundwater spreading
would alleviate the condition, but not to a less-than-significant level. The impact
would remain significant and unavoidable.

Potential impacts related to seismic groundshaking, seismically induced
liquefaction, and slope failure could occur at all construction sites and throughout
the region. Implementation of recommendations contained in site-specific
geotechnical reports would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.

Construction activities associated with modifications to Seven Oaks Dam,
relocation of access roads, placement of new pipelines, and pipeline excavation
and dewatering activities could result in significant impacts associated with
sedimentation and erosion, sediment scour and erosion, and onsite landslides and
slope collapse. Implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts to
a less-than-significant level.

San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District

On November 4, 2002, the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District
filed an application with the SWRCB for a water rights permit to divert water
from the Santa Ana River and Mill Creek. The conservation district sought to
divert water to underground storage (based on its historical usage prior to 1914,
riparian rights, and additional water that may be made available from the
operation of Seven Oaks Dam). The stated reasons for the application were a) to
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protect the integrity of historical practices associated with the diversion of
surface waters in the Santa Ana River and Mill Creek, and b) to assist the
USFWS and other resource agencies in efforts to provide habitat preservation
and enhancement of endangered species. These actions would occur on property
that the conservation district owns, as may be required in connection with
mitigation measures imposed on the operation of Seven Oaks Dam. The total
amount of water originally requested in the application was 174,545 af in any
year, divided into two portions: 104,545 af reflecting the conservation district’s
estimate of water spread in 1922 (the year of highest groundwater spreading by
the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District) and 70,000 af for
environmental restoration. In January 2003, the conservation district modified its
application by reducing the Santa Ana River portion of the application by

70,000 afy. This reduction in water diversions would effectively eliminate the
second stated reason for the original application associated with habitat
conservation.

The Draft EIR for the Santa Ana River and Mill Creek Water Rights Application
and Groundwater Management Plan Project (June 2004) restated the requested
permit amount at 55,464 afy. The application called for the diversion of water
from the Santa Ana River at two locations below Seven Oaks Dam: Cuttle Weir
and the division box or afterbay of the Southern California Edison Santa Ana
River Powerhouse 2/3. Water diverted at these locations would be conveyed to
the Santa Ana River spreading grounds located in, and immediately west of, the
Seven Oaks Dam borrow pit, via the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation
District Canal, River Crossing Pipeline, and North Fork Canal. Additional water
from the Santa Ana River would be conveyed via both the Bear Valley Highline
Canal and Greenspot Pipeline and would be spread (via turnouts) in the Mill
Creek Spreading Basins. Waters diverted directly from Mill Creek would be
conveyed to the Mill Creek Spreading Basins.

The proposed diversion would have biological and hydrological impacts related
to variations in stream flow in the Santa Ana River, and it would have geological
impacts related to placement of water within an area prone to liquefaction and
within an active fault zone area. It would also have the potential to affect
groundwater and groundwater contamination plumes in the SBBA.

In nearly all respects, conservation district operations would be the same as
existing operations. No significant adverse impacts to biological resources are
identified in the Draft EIR. Potential beneficial effects are identified for some
species and habitats.

Chino Basin Watermaster

The Chino Basin Watermaster filed an application with the SWRCB on
November 4, 2002, for the right to appropriate water from Deer Creek, Day
Creek, Etiwanda Creek, San Sevaine Creek, Chino Creek, San Antonio Creek,
and Cucamonga Creek. These creeks are tributaries to Prado reservoir and the
Santa Ana River near Prado reservoir. The Chino Basin Watermaster seeks to
divert up to 97,000 afy using existing channels, diversion structures, and
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percolation basins. The Chino Basin Watermaster also proposes to construct new
recharge facilities in the upper half of the Chino Basin.

Orange County Water District

OCWD submitted an application to the SWRCB in November 1992 for the
purpose of confirming existing rights to Santa Ana River water (42,000 afy
baseflow plus any additional storm flows reaching Prado Dam) and establishing
rights to the increased volumes of water reaching Prado Dam subject to the terms
of the 1969 Stipulated Judgment (Orange County Judgment). OCWD has
constructed, over a number of years, facilities for capturing river water to
recharge the groundwater basin. These facilities capture virtually all river flows
reaching Prado Dam, except during occasional peak storm flows. They have the
capacity to recharge 250,000 afy, and this capacity has been almost fully used in
many of the last several years. OCWD also has identified several projects to
increase recharge and storage capacity to accommodate projected increased river
flows. It is anticipated that these new facilities will provide an additional
255,000 afy of diversion capacity. Near-term projects that OCWD plans to
implement include percolation basin cleaning devices and additional recharge
facilities that would directly add up to 99,000 afy of diversion capacity to
groundwater recharge. Long-term projects under consideration by OCWD
include raising Prado Dam an additional 6 feet, constructing more recharge
facilities, and providing for off-river storage reservoirs.

Anticipated impacts of the OCWD application relate to construction of spreading
basins and new reservoirs as well as changes to flow in the Santa Ana River.
Construction activities could affect biological resources, hydrology, and water
quality; could cause changes in flood flow in the lower Santa Ana River; and
could cause wastewater treatment plant effluent to increase as a percentage of
Santa Ana River flow.

Rapid Infiltration and Extraction Facility Recycled
Water Use Project

The City of San Bernardino in cooperation with Western Water Company has
undertaken a project to sell excess tertiary effluent from the Rapid Infiltration
and Extraction (RIX) wastewater treatment facility. It is estimated that
approximately 18,000 afy of tertiary effluent (relative to the approximately
44,895 afy discharge) could be sold to water users in the southern California
region. This sale would decrease the discharge from the RIX facility to the Santa
Ana River. The City of San Bernardino has concluded that a discharge of up to
16 mgd is needed to fulfill downstream obligations created by Santa Ana River
adjudication, but that the remaining portion of RIX discharge is not currently
obligated to downstream uses or users and is “excess,” available for sale (San
Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District 2003).
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A Draft EIR for the RIX Water Recycling Project was released in March 2003.
The EIR identified potential impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, biology
(vegetation, wildlife, riparian habitat, and wetland habitat), cultural resources,
geology, hazards, hydrology and water quality, land use, noise, transportation,
utilities, and growth inducement.

Other Projects

Seven Oaks Dam

Through the Section 7 consultation process for effects of Seven Oaks Dam
construction and operation, the Corps and USFWS have agreed to adaptive
management techniques whereby flow releases will be modified to generate
periodic flooding of the overbank floodplain to mimic the pre-dam hydrologic
conditions upon which several endangered species depend. While not specific in
nature, dam operations for environmental purposes are reasonably foreseeable in
that they are part of a formal Biological Opinion, and the Corps’ Water Control
Manual has been recently modified to include such operations.

Southern California Integrated Watershed Program

Proposition 13 of 2000 provided for $235 million for local assistance grants
through the Southern California Integrated Watershed Program, with funding
administered by the SWRCB and allocated to the SAWPA for individual projects
to rehabilitate and improve the Santa Ana River watershed. The following types
of projects were specifically identified for funding:

®m  Dbasin water banking,
® contaminant and salt removal through reclamation and desalting,

m removal of non-native plants and creation of new open space and wetlands,

m programs for water conservation and efficiency and storm water capture and
management, and

m planning and implementation of a flood control program for agricultural

operations.

SAWPA and the SWRCB have approved approximately 25 projects, mostly for
water supply and water quality improvements, with approximately $30 million
set aside for environmental and habitat enhancement projects.

Inland Feeder Project

MWD designed the Inland Feeder Project to increase southern California’s water
supply reliability while minimizing the impact on the San Francisco
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Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta environment. It would accomplish this by
delivering available water from northern California to surface storage facilities
and groundwater basins in southern California. Because some entities in the
Santa Ana River watershed obtain water supplies from MWD, this project is
expected to meet some of the increasing local demand for water. The project,
expected to be completed in 2007, would have the capacity to deliver about 646
million gallons per day.

East Branch Extension Project

DWR is currently planning Phase 2 of its East Branch Extension Project. Phase
2 will expand delivery capability to meet contracted demand for State Water
Project water by Riverside County and San Bernardino County contractors and
may also include MWD.

Riverside-Corona Feeder

This project would consist of the installation of groundwater production wells
and a major feeder pipeline capable of delivering 40,000 afy of groundwater
from the Bunker Hill Basin to water purveyors served by the Western Municipal
Water District. The purpose of the project is to reduce dependence on direct
delivery of imported water and thereby contribute to the self-sufficiency of the
upper Santa Ana River watershed during dry-year conditions. Approximately
20 wells would be installed in the pressure zone and 28 miles of pipeline would
be constructed. Funding for this project has been approved under the Southern
California Integrated Watershed Program (see above).

Impact Analysis

The impact analysis is organized into three subsections:

m  “Water Resources Impacts,”
m  “Biological Resources Impacts,” and

m  “Potential for Other Cumulative Impacts.”

Table 4-2 identifies the potential impacts and their level of significance.

Water Resources Impacts

The potential for cumulative impacts to water resources was considered in terms
of combined effects on water quality (CUM-WR-1) and surface flow
(CUM-WR-2).
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Chapter 4. Cumulative Impact Analysis

As described in Section 3A, “Water Resources,” the construction of project
components has the potential to result in significant adverse effects on surface
water quality. These effects would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level
by the mitigation measures identified for the proposed project.

Table 4-2. Summary List of Impacts and Level of Significance

Impact ID

Type of Impact

Level of Impact

Water Resources

CUM-WR-1

CUM-WR-2

Cumulatively considerable impacts on surface
and groundwater quality from repeated or
combined effects

Cumulatively considerable impacts on surface
flow of Santa Ana River above Prado Dam
from repeated or combined effects

Less-than-significant cumulative impacts
from repeated impacts.

Less-than-significant cumulative impacts.

No contribution to potentially significant
cumulative impacts.

Less-than-significant cumulative impacts
from incremental decreases in discharges
(incremental increases in diversions).

Contribution to potentially significant
cumulative impacts on river flow in dry
years.

Contribution to potentially significant
cumulative impacts.

Biological Resources

CUM-BIO-1

CUM-BIO-2

Cumulatively considerable impacts to special
status species and natural communities from
repeated or combined effects

Cumulatively considerable impacts to existing
or proposed conservation areas from repeated
or combined effects

Less-than-significant cumulative impacts
from repeated impacts.

No or less-than-significant contribution to
potentially significant cumulative impacts.

Less-than-significant cumulative impacts
from repeated impacts.

No or less-than-significant contribution to
potentially significant cumulative impacts.

Other

Cumulatively considerable impacts to air
quality, cultural resources, energy and mineral
resources, geology and soils, hazards and
hazardous materials, land use and planning,
noise, population and housing, public services,
recreation, transportation, utilities and service
systems, and visual resources and aesthetics.

No or less-than-significant contribution to
any potentially significant cumulative
impacts.

Other projects entailing construction in the project area have a comparable
potential for significant impacts and would be subject to similar impact
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avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and monitoring requirements. The residual
effects of the proposed project would not create a significant water quality impact
in combination with related effects from other projects. The impacts associated
with the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District and Western Municipal
Water District water rights application include short periods of time when
significant impacts to TDS and nitrate concentration levels in the SBBA would
remain even with implementation of mitigation measures. However, this impact
would occur outside of the project area.

CUM-WR-2: Surface Flow

As described in Section 3A, “Water Resources,” the proposed project would have
less-than-significant impacts on surface flow of the Santa Ana River above Prado
Dam. However, the project’s effects would likely occur in combination with one
or more of the other proposed diversions. For purposes of evaluating combined
impacts, it was assumed that all of the proposed diversions would occur in the
same timeframe as that for the proposed project. The total diversion was
evaluated in terms of a percentage change to the Santa Ana River flow in recent
years (Table 4-3). The proposed project’s diversion in combination with
individual applications/projects also was considered (Table 4-3). It is important
to note that minimum flow requirements of 42,000 afy downstream of Prado
Dam have already been established by the 1969 Stipulated Judgment.
Accordingly, this analysis considers only those proposed appropriations located
upstream of Prado Dam. The appropriation proposed by OCWD is located
downstream of the dam and therefore is not considered in this analysis of
cumulative impacts to water resources.

As shown in Table 4-3, if the requested appropriations were considered based
upon data from 1998-2002, the worst-case year would be 2002, when
approximately 24% of the river flow would have been diverted. However, it is
important to note that 2002 was a very dry year in comparison to other years.
During 1998—a very wet year—the total appropriations would have been equal
to only 1.03% of river flows.

Table 4-3 also indicates the diversion totals for the proposed project in
combination with other projects. Using the same data for river flows presented in
Table 4-3, the worst-case combination would be that of Riverside plus the San
Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District and Western Municipal Water
District application. In addition to posing the largest combined diversion, this
scenario is worst-case because significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts have been identified in the draft EIR for the other project, including
surface flow impacts for which no feasible mitigation has been identified. The
best-case combination would be Riverside plus the RIX Recycled Water Project.

Based on this analysis of the proposed project in combination with additional
upstream appropriations, a worst-case total diversion of 24% flow would be a
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact to the Santa Ana River watershed
in terms of surface water flow and downstream groundwater recharge. However,
it is important to note that future urbanization along the Santa Ana River will
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Table 4-3. Total Santa

result in new amounts of impervious surfaces, and therefore the flow of the River
will increase. The amounts of new impervious surfaces are dependent upon an
unknown quantity and location of future development, and therefore the increase
in flow cannot be accurately calculated.

Ana River Flow in Recent Years and Proposed Diversions as a Percentage of

Those Flows
Year of Recorded Flow

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Total River Flow (afy) 40,136,559 3,679,866 4,163,820 2,720,434 1,715,654
Proposed Diversion as % of River Flow
All proposed diversions
(411,864 afy) 1.03 11.19 9.89 15.14 24.01
Riverside (41,400 afy) 0.10 1.13 0.99 1.52 2.41
Riverside plus San
Bernardino Valley
Municipal Water District 0.60 6.56 5.80 8.87 14.07
and Western Municipal
Water District (241,400 afy)
Riverside plus San
Bernardino Valley Water 4 2.63 233 3.56 5.65
Conservation District
(96,864 afy)
Riverside plus RIX
(59,400 afy) 0.15 1.61 1.43 2.18 3.46
Riverside plus Chino Basin 034 376 332 509 R.07

(138,400 afy)

Biological Resources Impacts

CUM-BIO-1: Impacts to Special Status Species and

Natural Communities

As described in Section 3B, “Biological Resources,” the construction of project
components (including expansion/upgrading of existing facilities) has the
potential to result in significant adverse impacts to special status species and
natural communities. With the proposed mitigation measures, the residual effects
would be less than significant. Because the effects would be repeated over time,
often in the same location, there is a potential for the residual effects to become
cumulatively significant. With implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR
HCP measures, cumulatively significant impacts would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. Further, the WRC MSHCP is designed to minimize and
mitigate cumulative as well as direct and indirect impacts on special status
species and natural communities. This function of the MSHCP was addressed in
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the Final EIR/EIS for the plan and was confirmed with USFWS’s and DFG’s
approval of the plan.

The species and habitat effects of the other projects would be minimized and
mitigated by a variety of measures. However, the projects outside of Riverside
County would be mitigated on a project-by-project basis rather than within the
framework of a comprehensive, regional plan. Further, the project-level
mitigation would likely focus on listed, proposed, and candidate species (versus a
broader range of listed and unlisted species in the same natural communities). In
this regard, the projects would have a higher potential for cumulatively
significant impacts than the proposed project. The residual effects of the
proposed project would not contribute to the significance of these impacts

CUM-BIO-2: Impacts to Conservation Areas

As described in Section 3B, “Biological Resources,” the proposed project has the
potential to result in significant adverse impacts to existing and proposed
conservation areas. For the same reasons described for CUM-BIO-1, the
individual effects as mitigated under the WRC MSHCP would be less than
significant and would not become cumulatively significant with repetition over
time.

The other projects also have the potential for repeated and/or combined impacts
to existing and proposed conservation areas that would be cumulatively
significant. Such effects would be minimized and mitigated in accordance with
applicable plans, programs, and regulations that apply to the lands. In the
absence of a comprehensive framework or regional plan, there is a higher
potential for the residual effects of the other projects (versus the proposed
project) to become cumulatively significant.

Potential for Other Cumulative Impacts

Air Quality

The combination of the proposed project with other proposed appropriations
from the Santa Ana River would result in cumulative air quality impacts
associated with short-term construction activities. However, based upon the
dispersed locations, phased implementation schedule for these projects, and
existing air quality regulations that apply to construction machinery and sites, the
cumulative effects would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed
project would not be considered to result in cumulatively considerable air quality
impacts. Estimated air pollutant emissions associated with the project and other
cumulative development pursuant to the City of Riverside 2025 General Plan are
provided in a technical appendix to this EIR.
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Cultural Resources

Impacts associated with cultural resources are generally evaluated on a site-by-
site basis because of site-specific characteristics. Recycled water system
infrastructure would involve construction of facilities in City streets and may
traverse some areas containing cultural resources. Additionally, site-specific
analysis would be conducted once specific facilities, locations, and alignments
are identified. In accordance with State PRC Section 21083.2(i), appropriate
mitigation would be implemented for archaeological sites accidentally discovered
during construction. These provisions may include an immediate evaluation of
the find, avoidance, and recovery as appropriate.

Energy and Mineral Resources

Cumulative projects would be required to comply with applicable energy plans
and policies of the city or county in which they are located. Implementation of
these projects would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource of future value to the region or state. Overall, the proposed project
would not result in cumulatively considerable energy and mineral resources
impacts.

Geology and Soils

Impacts associated with geology and soils are generally evaluated on a site-by-
site basis because of site-specific geologic characteristics. However, the
proposed appropriations from the Santa Ana River are in the general vicinity of
the proposed project and, as such, are expected to be subject to similar geologic
conditions. Risks associated with earthquake-induced groundshaking, fault
rupture, landslides, and liquefaction would be expected to be comparable to those
for the project site due to similar landform features such as topography and
subsurface soils. Potential impacts regarding these issues would be evaluated
prior to approval of each respective project. Development of the proposed
project or other cumulative projects could not increase the risk of impacts from
geologic hazards to any other site or area within the vicinity. Therefore,
cumulative impacts would not occur.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials are generally evaluated
on a site-by-site basis because of site-specific characteristics. Overall, these
impacts are considered to be less than significant. Future surface water storage
and groundwater storage would be located at sites that are undeveloped and that
have not been used in a capacity that would require the storage, use, or
manufacture of any hazardous materials. Recycled water system infrastructure
would involve construction of facilities in City streets and may traverse some
areas of contaminated soils. However, impacts from hazardous materials are
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generally localized to a given site and effects are usually limited to the immediate
surrounding area.

The project would not require the use, storage, or handling of any acutely
hazardous materials that would pose a direct threat to human health and safety.
Compliance with standard construction practices for worker health and safety
would minimize project-specific and cumulative effects. Therefore, the proposed
project would not contribute to cumulatively considerable hazardous materials
impacts.

Land Use and Planning

Cumulative projects would be required to comply with applicable land use plans
and policies of the city or county in which they are located. Amendments or
variances to local plans, ordinances, and policies would be proposed and adopted
as needed for approval of future reclaimed water facilities and other water
storage or diversion infrastructure. Overall, the proposed project would not
result in cumulatively considerable land use and planning impacts.

Noise

The combination of the proposed project with other proposed appropriations
from the Santa Ana River would result in cumulative noise impacts associated
with short-term construction activities. Temporary localized impacts may be
associated with excavation, earthmoving, and hauling. However, based on the
dispersed locations and phased implementation schedule for these projects,
construction noise impacts would be less than significant. Similarly, operational
noise impacts associated with stationary area sources or vehicular traffic would
also be less than significant. Overall, the proposed project would not be
considered to result in cumulatively considerable noise impacts.

Population and Housing

Cumulative projects would be required to comply with applicable population and
housing plans and policies of the city or county in which they are located. The
cumulative projects are intended to enhance water supplies in their respective
areas and would not eliminate any existing housing. Overall, the proposed
project would not result in cumulatively considerable population and housing
impacts.

Public Services

Implementation of cumulative projects is unlikely to increase the demand for
public services such as fire protection, police protection, schools, or roads. There
would be costs associated with maintenance of new infrastructure; however,
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these costs would be estimated prior to project implementation and would be
consistent with local government budget priorities. The proposed project would
not result in cumulatively considerable public services impacts.

Recreation

Cumulative projects would be required to comply with applicable recreation
plans and policies of the city or county in which they are located. Amendments
or variances to local recreation plans, ordinances, and policies would be proposed
and adopted as needed for approval of future reclaimed water facilities and other
water storage or diversion infrastructure. Overall, cumulative projects would not
adversely affect local recreational opportunities, and would not result in
cumulatively considerable recreation impacts.

Transportation/Traffic

Based upon the dispersed locations and phased implementation schedule for
cumulative project appropriations from the Santa Ana River, construction and
operational traffic impacts are anticipated to be less than significant. Further
review of potential construction traffic impacts will be prepared when specific
facilities, locations, and alignments of recycled water infrastructure are identified
during plan implementation.

Utilities and Service Systems

Implementation of cumulative projects is unlikely to increase the demand for
utilities such as electricity, natural gas, communications systems, stormwater
drainage, or solid waste disposal. Project implementation would affect the
quantity of water processed through the Riverside Water Quality Treatment
Plant. Overall, however, water treatment impacts would be beneficial to local
residents and businesses and would not result in cumulatively considerable
utilities and service systems impacts.

Visual and Aesthetics

Impacts to visual and aesthetic resources are typically limited to a given site
because a project’s changes to the landscape are localized. The combination of
the proposed project with other proposed appropriations from the Santa Ana
River would result in cumulative visual and aesthetics impacts associated with
short-term construction activities. However, based upon the dispersed locations
and phased implementation schedule for these projects, these impacts would be
less than significant. Future reclaimed water facilities and other water storage or
diversion infrastructure would typically be located subsurface, or adjacent to
existing related facilities, and would have less-than-significant visual impacts.
There are no foreseeable changes in viewshed associated with the cumulative
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projects. The proposed project would not be considered to result in cumulatively
considerable impacts.
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Other CEQA Considerations

Introduction

This chapter presents the evaluation of types of environmental impacts required
by CEQA that are not covered within the other sections of this draft PEIR. The
other CEQA considerations include:

m growth-inducing impacts,
m  significant unavoidable adverse impacts, and

m irreversible environmental changes and use of nonrenewable resources

Growth-Inducing Impacts

Pursuant to §15126.2(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must address
whether a project will directly or indirectly foster growth. Section 15126.2(d)
reads as follows:

[An EIR shall d]iscuss the ways in which the proposed project could
foster economic or population growth, or the construction of
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding
environment. Included in this are projects which would remove
obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of wastewater
treatment plant, might, for example, allow for more construction in
service areas). Increases in the population may further tax existing
community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities
that could cause significant environmental effects. [An EIR shall
a]lso discuss the characteristic of some projects which may
encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect
the environment, either individually or cumulatively. It must not be
assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial,
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.
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This section evaluates whether the proposed project would directly or indirectly
induce economic, population, or housing growth in the surrounding environment.

Direct Growth-Inducing Impacts

A project would directly induce growth if it would remove barriers to population
growth. An example of such a project is a change to a jurisdiction’s General Plan
and Zoning Ordinance that would allow new residential development to occur.

The proposed project would not change the amount or location of developable
lands, the process by which development is authorized, or the rate at which
development would occur within the project area. Further, the proposed project
would be implemented within an area subject to the growth-related policies in the
City’s existing, adopted General Plan and Riverside County’s RCIP.

In southern California, water supply is typically considered a constraint on new
development. To a degree, recycled water can be considered an augment to
existing sources and therefore a possible inducement for additional development.
At maximum capacity (which is expected to occur in 2025), the proposed project
would provide 41,400 afy of water for municipal, commercial, industrial, and
agricultural purposes. In 20032004, approximately 84,000 afy of water was
being used within the area served by the City. By 2020, uses are projected to
increase to approximately 105,000 afy. As recognized in the City’s existing,
adopted General Plan and the RCIP, the availability and use of recycled water is
an important factor in estimating and planning future growth. However, the
limitations on its use restrict the potential for recycled water to induce growth
beyond what otherwise would be supported by groundwater and contract
supplies. Housing, commercial, and industrial development requires potable
water supplies; recycled water can reduce dependence on and use of, but not the
need for, those supplies.

Indirect Growth-Inducing Impacts

A project would indirectly induce growth if it would increase the capacity of the
infrastructure in an area in which the public service currently meets demands.
Examples would be increasing the capacity of a sewer treatment plant or a
roadway beyond that needed to meet existing demands.

The proposed project entails expansion of the RWQCP’s capacity. However, the
expansion has been planned by the City in order to meet the projected wastewater
treatment needs of its service area. The expansion would occur when demand
has increased. The expansion and proposed use of the treated effluent would not
induce growth beyond that projected by the City.
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Significant Unavoidable Environmental Impacts

Significant impacts associated with the project are identified in Section 3A,
“Water Resources;” Section 3B, “Biological Resources;” Section 3C, “Cultural
Resources,” and Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impact Analysis,” of this draft PEIR
(also see Table 6-1 for list). Where feasible, mitigation has been identified that
would reduce the effects to a less-than-significant level. However, the proposed
project would result in significant unavoidable impacts to cultural resources.

As noted in Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impact Analysis,” the proposed project
would contribute to significant combined impacts to river flow from proposed
upstream diversions and projects. No feasible mitigation has been identified for
the expected combined effect, and a significant unavoidable impact would result
if the proposed upstream diversions and projects are implemented. However, the
contribution of the proposed project to the combined effect is a less-than-
significant impact.

Irreversible Environmental Changes and Use of
Nonrenewable Resources

CEQA Guidelines (§15126.2[c]) require an evaluation of significant irreversible
environmental changes that would be caused by a project if implemented. Such
changes include uses of nonrenewable resources by a project that may be
irreversible because a large commitment of such resources makes removal or
nonuse afterwards unlikely. CEQA Guidelines refer to the need to evaluate and
justify the consumption of nonrenewable resources and the extent to which the
project commits future generations to similar uses. In addition, CEQA requires
that irreversible damage resulting from an environmental accident associated
with a project be evaluated.

Implementation of the proposed project would not include construction or other
activity on a scale that would entail the irretrievable commitment of
nonrenewable resources.
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Alternatives

Introduction

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires an assessment of a reasonable range
of alternatives to a project. The alternatives must meet most of the objectives
and avoid or substantially lessen potentially significant environmental impacts
associated with the project. CEQA also requires that an EIR assess the
No-Project Alternative, providing an assessment of what would reasonably be
expected to occur if the project were not implemented.

The City’s preferred alternative is the proposed project, which is described in
detail in Chapter 2, “Project Description.” The City’s objectives regarding the
proposed project, as stated in Chapter 2, are to:

m  adopt the Master Plan as the framework for planning, building, and operating
a recycled water distribution system;

®m implement capital projects and other activities necessary to distribute
recycled water from the RWQCP for municipal, industrial, irrigation, and
agricultural uses; and

m  direct up to 41,400 afy of treated effluent from the RWQCP into the city’s
recycled water system.

Significant adverse impacts associated with the project are identified in Section
3A, “Water Resources;” Section 3B, “Biological Resources;” Section 3C,
“Cultural Resources,” Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impact Analysis,” and

Appendix C, “Air Quality,” of this draft PEIR and are summarized in Table 6-1.

This chapter:

m  describes six alternatives that were identified but eliminated from further
consideration because they fail to meet most project objectives or do not
reduce significant impacts; and

m  describes and evaluates three alternatives to the proposed project, including
the No-Project Alternative.
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Table 6-1. Summary List of Significant Impacts Associated with Proposed Project and Identified
Mitigation Measures

Impact ID
for
Alternative
Impact ID Analysis Type of Impact Mitigation Measure
WR-IMP-1A Impact A Decreased water quality from WR-MM-1A-1: Implement requirements
construction of all project of the NPDES General Construction
components Permit.
WR-MM-1A-2: Implement a spill
prevention, control, and countermeasure
program.
WR-MM-1A-3: Prepare a frac-out
contingency plan for any jack-and-bore
construction activities.
WR-IMP-1B Impact B Decreased water quality from WR-MM-1A-1: Implement requirements
construction from construction below  of the NPDES General Construction
the water table Permit.
WR-MM-1A-2: Implement a spill
prevention, control, and countermeasure
program.
WR-MM-1B-1: Implement provisions
for dewatering.
BIO-IMP-1B-1  Impact C Impacts to special status species from BIO-MM-1: Implement the applicable
BIO-IMP-1C-1 construction of core distribution measures of the WRC MSHCP.
BIO-IMP-1F-2 system, agrlcul.tural use system, and  grO.MM-2: Comply with the applicable
facility expansion/upgrading. requirements of the SKR HCP.
BIO-IMP-2A-1  Impact D Impacts to special status natural BIO-MM-1: Implement the applicable
BIO-IMP-2B-1 communities (habitats) from measures of the WRC MSHCP.
construction of Phase I, core : :
-IMP-2C- R i BIO-MM-2: Comply with the applicable
BIO-IMP-2C-1 distribution system, agricultural use requirements of the SKR HCP.
BIO-IMP-2F-2 system, and facility
expansion/upgrading.
BIO-IMP-3C-1  Impact E Impacts to linkages and corridor BIO-MM-1: Implement the applicable
BIO-IMP-3E-2 from construction of agricultural use ~ measures of the WRC MSHCP.
system and facility BIO-MM-2: Comply with the applicable
expansion/upgrading. requirements of the SKR HCP.
BIO-IMP-4B-1  Impact F Impacts to conservation areas from BIO-MM-1: Implement the applicable
BIO-IMP-4C-1 construction of core distribution measures of the WRC MSHCP.
BIO-IMP_4F2 system, agricultural use system, and g MM-2: Comply with the applicable

facility expansion/upgrading.

requirements of the SKR HCP.
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Impact ID

Impact ID
for
Alternative
Analysis

Type of Impact

Mitigation Measure

CR -IMP-1

Impact G

Demolition of historic resources from
construction of project components.

CR-MM-1B: Conduct further study of
the resource to document and convey its
significance.

CR-MM-1C: Obtain standard
photographic and written documentation.

CR-MM-2A: Ensure that alterations
conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s
standards.

Potential impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable.

CR -IMP-2

Impact H

Alteration or restoration of historic
resources from construction of
project components.

CR-MM-1A: Avoid cultural resources
and human remains.

CR-MM-2A: Ensure that alterations
conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s
standards.

CR-MM-2B: Conduct design review.

CR -IMP-3

Impact I

Relocation of historic resources from
project right-of-way acquisition.

CR-MM-1A: Avoid cultural resources
and human remains.

CR-MM-1B: Conduct further study of
the resource to document and convey its
significance.

CR-MM-1C: Obtain standard
photographic and written documentation.

CR-MM-2A: Ensure that alterations
conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s
standards.

CR-MM-2B: Conduct design review.

CR -IMP-4

Impact J

Disturbance of archaeological
resources or human remains from
construction of project components.

CR-MM-1A: Avoid cultural resources
and human remains.

CR-MM-2B: Conduct design review.

CR-MM-4A: Comply with State laws
pertaining to the discovery of human
remains.

CR-MM-4B: Conduct archaeological
data recovery.

CR-MM-4C: Conduct archaeological
monitoring.

CR-MM-4D: Halt work if cultural
resources are suspected to exist in the
project area.

CR-MM-4E: Cover or “cap”
archaeological resources.
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Impact ID

for

Alternative
Impact ID Analysis

Type of Impact

Mitigation Measure

CR-MM-4F: Restriction of access to
Native American traditional or religious
sites.

CUM-WR-2 Impact K

Contribution to cumulatively
considerable impacts on surface flow
of Santa Ana River above Prado Dam
from combined effects of all
proposed water diversion and in
connection with one project with
anticipated significant impacts.

None identified.

AQ-IMP-1 Impact L

Temporary air pollutant emissions
associated with Phase I construction
activities

AQ-MM-1: Minimize construction-
related fugitive duct emissions.

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration

The six alternatives considered but eliminated from further analysis are:

m  Different Use of the Water Rights/Diverted Effluent,

m  Substantially Reduced Agricultural Use Component,

m  No Water Rights Application,

m  City-Only Recycled Water Distribution System,

m  Diversion Never Exceeds Discharge, and

®  No Diversion/Maximum Discharge.

A brief description of each alternative follows, together with an explanation of
why each was eliminated.

Different Use of Water Rights/Diverted Effluent

In this alternative, the 41,400 afy of treated effluent would be used for
groundwater recharge or other allowed uses, rather than for landscape irrigation,
industrial uses, or agriculture. The alternative would avoid the potentially
significant impacts to water and biological resources from construction of
facilities. It was eliminated from further consideration primarily because it
would not meet the project’s objective regarding reduced dependence on
groundwater and contract water supplies. The alternative also would not address
the cumulative impact on river flow from the combined effects of the City’s
project with other water diversions upstream of Prado Dam.
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Substantially Reduced Agricultural Use Component

In this alternative, the agricultural use system would be eliminated and
distribution for agricultural uses would be limited to what could be delivered by
the core distribution system. The alternative would reduce the significant
impacts to water and biological resources resulting from construction of the
agricultural use system. Such impacts potentially could be more extensive than
the comparable impacts of the core distribution system. It also would reduce the
project’s contribution to the cumulative impact on river flow. It was eliminated
from further consideration because it would substantially reduce the City’s ability
to meet its objectives regarding reduced dependence on existing water sources.

No Water Rights Application

In this alternative, the City would withdraw its application for Santa Ana River
water rights. This alternative was eliminated because it would not reduce or
avoid any of the impacts associated with the proposed project. The City does not
require an appropriation of water rights to implement a recycled water program.
The treatment facility is projected to receive increased volumes of wastewater
and produce increased volumes of treated effluent that meets recycled water
standards regardless of the status of the water rights issue.

City-Only Recycled Water Distribution System

In this alternative, the distribution and use of recycled water from the RWQCP
would be limited to the City and would not extend into the community service
districts or other unincorporated areas in western Riverside County. The
alternative would reduce the potentially significant impacts to water resources
and biological resources from construction of facilities. It also would reduce the
project’s contribution to the cumulative impact on river flow. It was eliminated
because it would substantially reduce the City’s ability to meet its objectives
regarding reduced dependence on existing water sources and because it is
inconsistent with the City’s wastewater responsibilities in the community service
districts.

Diversion Never Exceeds Discharge

In this alternative, the recycled water system would be phased and gauged so that
the afy of diverted effluent never exceed the afy discharged into the Santa Ana
River. Assuming a 67,400 afy capacity at the RWQCP (same as for the proposed
project), the maximum capacity of the recycled water system would be

33,500 afy. Based on projected wastewater volumes, discharges would be
reduced to approximately 30,000 afy by 2020 but would stabilize at
approximately 33,500 from 2025 through 2050. The alternative was initially
considered in response to concerns that the reduced discharge under the proposed
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project might result in significant adverse impacts. The alternative was
eliminated from further consideration because it would not avoid or reduce the
potentially significant impacts associated with construction of facilities.

No Diversion/Maximum Discharge

In this alternative, treated effluent would not be diverted to a recycled water
system and would be discharged into the Santa Ana River. There would be no
recycled water distribution system or widespread use of recycled water. This
alternative would avoid the significant impacts associated with the proposed
project. It was eliminated because it would not meet the project’s objective
regarding reduced dependence on groundwater and contract water supplies and
because it is essentially the same as the No-Project Alternative, which is being
analyzed.

Alternatives Analyzed in This Draft PEIR

In addition to the proposed project, the following alternatives are analyzed in this
draft PEIR:

m  Alternative 1: 20,000 AFY Recycled Water System,
m  Alternative 2: No RWQCP Expansion, Minimum Discharge, and

®  Alternative 3: No-Project Alternative (also Maximum Discharge).

This section presents a description of each alternative and an analysis of the
alternatives’ impacts compared with the proposed project. It also identifies the
environmentally superior alternative. Table 6-2 summarizes the key components
of each alternative and the rationale for selecting it for analysis. Table 6-3
indicates the estimated volume of diverted and discharged treated effluent from
the RWQCP from 2000 through 2050 for the proposed project and the
alternatives.
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Table 6-2. Summary of Key Components of the Proposed Project and Alternatives

Alternative Components
Proposed Project RWQCP treatment capacity 67,400 afy
Diverted to recycled water system 41,400 afy

Use of recycled water

System facilities

21,400 for non-agricultural use, 20,000 afy for
agricultural use

Phase I, core distribution system, agricultural
use system, expanded RWQCP

Discharge to river at buildout 26,000 afy
Water rights appropriation 41,400 afy
Alt. 1: Recycled RWQCP treatment capacity 67,400 afy
Water System .
Limited to 20,000 Diverted to recycled water system 20,000 afy
AFY Use of recycled water 14,000 afy for non-agricultural use, 6,000 afy
for agricultural use
System facilities Phase I, core distribution system, agricultural
use system, expanded RWQCP
Discharge to river at buildout 47,400 afy
Water rights appropriation 20,000 afy
Alt. 2: No RWQCP treatment capacity No expansion; limited to 56,650 afy
Treatm@nt Facility Diverted to recycled water system 41,400 afy
Expansion,

Minimum Discharge

Use of recycled water

System facilities

21,400 afy for non-agricultural use; 20,000
afy for agricultural use

Phase I, core distribution system, agricultural
use system

Discharge to river at buildout 15,250 afy
Water rights appropriation 41,400 afy
Alt. 3: No-Project RWQCP treatment capacity 67,400 afy
Alternative (also .
Maximum Diverted to recycled water system 300 afy
Discharge) Use of recycled water Existing uses per Master Plan

System facilities

Discharge to river at buildout

Water rights appropriation

Existing distribution system; expanded
RWQCP

67,100 afy

None
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Table 6-3. Estimated Volumes of Diverted and Discharged Treated Effluent under the Proposed Project

and Alternatives, AFY, 2000-2050

Base Year

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
Proposed Project
Recycled 300 2,270 11,000 21,000 31,000 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400
Discharged 36,000 39,730 37,000 33,000 29,000 25,000 26,000 26,000 26,000 26,000 26,000
Net change
f)ra?sl;[:lline 0 3,730 1,000  (3,000) (7,000) (11,000) (10,000) (10,000) (10,000) (10,000) (10,000)
discharge
Alternative 1. Recycled Water System Limited to 20,000 AFY
Recycled 300 2,270 11,000 14,000 17,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Discharged 36,000 39,730 37,000 40,000 43,000 47,400 47,400 47,400 47,400 47,400 47,400
Net change
from . 0 3,730 1,000 4,000 7,000 11,400 11,400 11,400 11,400 11,400 11,400
baseline
discharge
Alternative 2. No Treatment Facility Expansion, Minimum Discharge
Recycled 300 2,270 11,000 21,000 31,000 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400 41,400
Discharged 36,000 39,730 37,000 33,000 29,000 15,250 15,250 15,250 15,250 15,250 15,250
Net change
g;r;ine 0 3,730 1,000  (3,000) (7,000) (20,750) (20,750) (20,750) (20,750) (20,750) (20,750)
discharge
Alternative 3. No-Project Alternative (Maximum Discharge)
Recycled 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
Discharged 36,000 41,700 46,700 53,700 59,700 65,700 67,100 67,100 67,100 67,100 67,100
Net change
from. 0 5,700 10,700 17,700 23,700 29,700 31,100 31,100 31,100 31,100 31,100
baseline
discharge
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Description of Alternatives

Alternative 1: 20,000 AFY Recycled Water System

This alternative is designed to reduce the significant impacts associated with
construction of the system facilities while allowing for a substantial increase in
use of recycled water in the project area (and thereby reduced dependency on
other water sources). For this alternative, the maximum capacity of the recycled
water system would be limited to 20,000 afy. This volume is identified in the
market analysis in the Master Plan as available from known sources in the project
area. For purposes of the analysis, it is assumed that up to 14,000 afy would be
used for non-agricultural uses and up to 6,000 afy would be used for agricultural
uses. Based on these proposed uses, the City would seek a 20,000-afy water
rights appropriation. The facilities needed for the system would include the
Phase I expansion, a smaller-scale core distribution system, and a smaller-scale
agricultural use system. Expansion of treatment capacity at the RWQCP would
occur as in the proposed project to accommodate increased volumes of
wastewater from the City and community service districts served by the City.
Discharges into the Santa Ana River at buildout of the recycled water system
would increase to 47,400 afy (see Table 6-3 for the projected diversion and
discharge levels under this alternative through 2050).

Alternative 2: No RWQCP Expansion, Minimum
Discharge

This alternative is designed to reduce the potentially significant impacts of the
proposed project and maximize attainment of the project objective to reduce
dependency on groundwater and contract water supplies. In this alternative,
impacts associated with the expansion or upgrading of the RWQCP would be
avoided by limiting treatment capacity at the facility to 56,650 afy rather than
increasing it to 67,400 afy. Measures to reduce wastewater production would be
implemented in the project area and/or service contracts to the community
service districts would be modified to avert the need for a facility expansion that
would entail habitat and species impacts. The advantage of this approach is that
it would avoid impacts to some of the most sensitive resources in the project area
while allowing project objectives to be met. Except for an expansion of the
RWQCP, the recycled water program would be the same as under the proposed
project. The maximum capacity of the system would be 41,400 afy, with 21,400
afy for non-agricultural uses and 20,000 afy for agricultural uses. Based on these
proposed uses, the City would seek a 41,400-afy appropriation of Santa Ana
River water rights (same as for the proposed project). The Phase I, core
distribution system, and agricultural use system would be constructed, operated,
and maintained as for the proposed project. Because the treatment capacity of
the RWQCP would be limited to 56,650 afy (a volume within the master planned
capacity of the facility), it would be necessary to reduce discharges to the Santa
Ana River in order to meet the 41,400-afy diversion goal. When the recycled
water system is at buildout, discharges into the river would drop to 15,250 afy.
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This volume is the required discharge level under the pre-existing agreement
regarding Prado Basin. See Table 6-3 for the projected diversion and discharge
levels under this alternative through 2050.

Alternative 3: No-Project Alternative (Maximum
Discharge)

The No-Project Alternative entails continuation of existing conditions and trends
under a scenario in which there is no expansion of the City’s existing recycled
water system and no appropriation of Santa Ana River water rights to the City.
In this scenario, the treatment capacity of the RWQCP would be expanded to
67,400 afy to accommodate increased wastewater volumes from City and
community service district sources. Approximately 300 afy of treated effluent
would be diverted and used as recycled water. No expansion of the City’s
existing recycled water distribution system would occur. At maximum treatment
capacity, the RWQCP would discharge 67,100 afy into the Santa Ana River. In
this regard, the No-Project Alternative also would be the “maximum discharge”
alternative compared to the proposed project and other alternatives. See Table 6-

3 for the projected diversion and discharge levels under the No-Project
Alternative through 2050.

Analysis and Comparison of Alternatives

Alternatives 1 and 2 were evaluated in terms of their potential for avoiding or
reducing the significant impacts of the proposed project, their own potential for
significant impacts, and how they compared with the other alternatives.
Environmental conditions under Alternative 3 (No-Project Alternative) were
compared with those anticipated under the proposed project. Table 6-4
summarizes the results of the analysis.

Table 6-4. Summary Comparison of Alternatives with the Proposed Project

Alternative 1: 20,000

Alternative 2: No

AFY Recycled Water RWQCP Expansion, Alternative 3: No-Project
Point of Comparison System Minimum Discharge Alternative
Meets objective to reduce  Reduced dependency but  Reduced dependency, Does not provide but does
dependency on by less than half than same level as proposed not preclude way to meet
groundwater and contract  proposed project. project. objective.

water sources

Decreased water quality
from construction of all
project components

Reduced impacts;
difference not necessarily
substantial; same
mitigation requirements.

Essentially same as
proposed project, except
that some impacts would
be avoided; same
mitigation requirements.

Similar impacts posed by
other projects; other
projects subject to similar
permit and mitigation
requirements.
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Point of Comparison

Alternative 1: 20,000
AFY Recycled Water
System

Alternative 2: No
RWQCP Expansion,
Minimum Discharge

Alternative 3: No-Project
Alternative

Decreased water quality
from construction below
the water table.

Reduced impacts;
difference not necessarily
substantial; same
mitigation requirements.

Essentially same as
proposed project, except
that some impacts would
be avoided; same
mitigation requirements.

Similar impacts posed by
other projects; other
projects subject to similar
permit and mitigation
requirements.

Impacts to special status
species from construction
of facilities.

Reduced impacts;
difference not necessarily
substantial; same
mitigation requirements.

Essentially same as
proposed project, except
that some species impacts
would be avoided; same
mitigation requirements;
no beneficial effects from
addition of wetlands.

Impacts and mitigation
similar to those for other
projects; WRC MSHCP
and SKR HCP
implemented (same as for
proposed project).

Impacts to special status
natural communities
(habitats) from
construction of facilities.

Reduced impacts;
difference not necessarily
substantial; same
mitigation requirements.

Essentially same as
proposed project, except
that some wetland and
riparian impacts would be
avoided; same mitigation
requirements; no
beneficial effects from
addition of wetlands.

Impacts and mitigation
similar to those for other
projects; WRC MSHCP
and SKR HCP
implemented (same as for
proposed project).

Impacts to linkages and
corridor from construction
of agricultural use system
and RWQCP expansion.

Reduced impacts;
difference not necessarily
substantial; same
mitigation requirements.

Essentially same as
proposed project, except
that some impacts would
be avoided; same
mitigation requirements;
no beneficial effects from
addition of wetlands.

Impacts and mitigation
similar to those for other
projects; WRC MSHCP
and SKR HCP
implemented (same as for
proposed project).

Impacts to conservation
areas from construction of
facilities.

Reduced impacts;
difference not necessarily
substantial; same
mitigation requirements.

Same as proposed project,
except that wetlands
would not be added to
Santa Ana River
conservation area.

Impacts and mitigation
similar to those for other
projects; WRC MSHCP
and SKR HCP
implemented (same as for
proposed project).

Contribution to
cumulatively considerable
impacts on river flow
from upstream diversions.

No contribution; 32%
increase in discharge
compared with baseline.

Increases contribution;
58% decrease in
discharge compared with
baseline.

No contribution; 86%
increase in discharge
compared with baseline.
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Alternative 1: 20,000 AFY Recycled Water System

Potential to Avoid or Reduce Significant Impacts of the
Proposed Project

Impact A: Decreased Water Quality from Construction of All Project
Components

Because the recycled water system under Alternative 1 would have a
substantially smaller capacity than under the proposed project, there would be
less ground disturbance in connection with facility construction and therefore a
reduced potential for significant impacts to water quality. The greatest reduction
potentially would be in connection with the agricultural use system. However, if
existing distribution systems could be used or modified, the potential for
significant impacts in connection with the proposed project would be
substantially reduced, and the reduced capacity of the agricultural use system
under Alternative 1 would not correlate to a reduction in significant impacts.
Construction-related impacts of the core distribution system under Alternative 1
could be, but would not necessarily be, lower than those of the proposed project.
A 31% reduction in core system capacity would not directly translate into a 31%
or greater reduction in pipelines. Actual impacts would depend on the location of
the end users. In addition, the construction of the Alternative 1 system would be
subject to the same permit requirements as the proposed project.

Impact B: Decreased Water Quality from Construction below the
Water Table

For the reasons described for Impact A above, Alternative 1 could but would not
necessarily have a reduced potential for significant impacts, as compared to the
proposed project. It is possible that the trenching required for the core
distribution system could be as extensive as that for the proposed project.

Impact C: Effects on Special Status Species from Construction of
Core Distribution System, Agricultural Use System, and Facility
Expansion/Upgrading

To the degree that the reduced-capacity system translates into less land and/or
river disturbance, Alternative 1 would have reduced impacts on special status
species, as compared to the proposed project. Impacts to species in individual
locations that might occur under the proposed project could be avoided.
However, total impacts would not necessarily be substantially different than
those under the proposed project and would be subject to the same WRC
MSHCP and SKR HCP requirements as the proposed project.

Impact D: Effects on Special Status Natural Communities (Habitats)
from Construction of Phase I, Core Distribution System, Agricultural
Use System, and Facility Expansion/Upgrading

For the reasons described regarding Impacts A and C above, Alternative 1 could
have, but would not necessarily have, a reduced potential for significant impacts
to special status natural communities, as compared with the proposed project.
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Impact E: Effects on Linkages and Corridors from Construction of
Agricultural Use System and Facility Expansion/Upgrading

For the same reasons described regarding Impact A, Alternative 1 would be less
likely to have significant impacts on linkages and corridors than the proposed
project, but the difference would not necessarily be substantial.

Impact F: Effects on Conservation Areas from Construction of Core
Distribution System, Agricultural Use System, and Facility
Expansion/Upgrading

For the reasons described regarding Impacts A and C above, Alternative 1 could
have, but would not necessarily have, a reduced potential for significant impacts
to existing and proposed conservation areas, as compared with the proposed
project.

Impact G: Demolition of Historic Resources from Construction of
Project Components

To the degree that the reduced-capacity system translates into less land and/or
river disturbance, Alternative 1 would have reduced impacts on historic
resources, as compared to the proposed project. Demolition of historic resources
in individual locations that might occur under the proposed project could be
avoided. In sum, Alternative 1 could have, but would not necessarily have, a
reduced potential for significant impacts associated with the demolition of
historic resources, as compared with the proposed project.

Impact H: Alteration or Restoration of Historic Resources from
Construction of Project Components

For the reasons described regarding Impacts A, C, and G above, Alternative 1
could have, but would not necessarily have, a reduced potential for significant
impacts associated with the alteration or restoration of historic resources, as
compared with the proposed project.

Impact I: Relocation of Historic Resources from Project Right-of-
Way Acquisition

For the reasons described regarding Impacts A, C, and G above, Alternative 1
could have, but would not necessarily have, a reduced potential for significant
impacts associated with the relocation of historic resources from project right-of-
way acquisition, as compared with the proposed project.

Impact J: Disturbance of Archaeological Resources or Human
Remains from Construction of Project Components

For the reasons described regarding Impacts A, C, and G above, Alternative 1
could have, but would not necessarily have, a reduced potential for significant
impacts associated with the disturbance of archaeological resources or human
remains from construction of project components, as compared with the proposed
project.
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Impact K: Contribution to Cumulatively Considerable Impacts on
Surface Flow of Santa Ana River above Prado Dam from Combined
Effects of All Proposed Water Diversion and in Connection with One
Project with Anticipated Significant Impacts

Compared with baseline conditions in 2000, Alternative 1 would increase
discharges to the river by 11,400 afy (32%) rather than decrease discharges by
10,000 afy (28%) like the proposed project would (see Table 6-3).
Consequently, Alternative 1 would not contribute to the cumulative impacts to
river flows associated with the combined water rights applications. However, if
the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District/Western Municipal Water
District application and uses are approved, significant cumulative impacts to
river flows would still occur.

Impact L: Construction Air Quality Emissions

To the degree that the reduced-capacity system translates into less land and/or
river disturbance, Alternative 1 would have reduced temporary construction air
quality emissions, as compared to the proposed project.

Potential for Significant Impacts

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in significant impacts to water,
biological resources, cultural resources, and air quality. These impacts would be
potentially reduced in scale as compared to the proposed project because
Alternative 1 would involve less ground and/or river disturbance in connection
with facility construction. Moreover, Alternative 1 would increase discharges to
the river (rather than decrease discharges similar to the proposed project), and
therefore would not contribute to cumulative impacts to river flows associated
with the combined water rights applications.

These impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels through the same
mitigation measures identified for the proposed project (see Table 6-1;

Section 3A, “Water Resources,” Section 3B, “Biological Resources;” Section 3C,
“Cultural Resources,” Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impact Analysis”), and

Appendix C, “Air Quality.”

Comparison with Alternative 2

For the same reasons described above regarding Impacts A, C, and G, Alternative
1 would likely result in fewer significant impacts to water quality, biological
resources, cultural resources, and air quality from construction of system
components than Alternative 2, but the difference would not necessarily be
substantial. There would likely be fewer significant impacts in connection with
the agricultural use system under Alternative 1 than under Alternative 2 (subject
to the same caveats identified above under Impact A). Alternative 1 also would
avoid contributing to the significant impacts to river flow anticipated in
connection with the combined effects of the water rights applications.
Alternative 1 would increase discharges into the river by 32% over baseline
conditions; Alternative 2 would decrease discharges by 58% (see Table 6-3).
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Comparison with Alternative 3 (No-Project Alternative)

Compared with the No-Project Alternative, Alternative 1 would substantially
increase use of recycled water and thereby reduce the City’s dependence on
existing water sources. The estimated increase in discharge to the river would be
substantially lower under Alternative 1 than under the No-Project Alternative,
which would increase discharges by 31,000 afy (86%).

Alternative 2: No Treatment Facility Expansion,
Minimum Discharge

Potential to Avoid or Reduce Significant Impacts of
Proposed Project

Impact A: Decreased Water Quality from Construction of All Project
Components

Except for the impacts associated with expansion of the RWQCP (which would
be avoided), Alternative 2 would have essentially the same potentially significant
impacts as the proposed project.

Impact B: Decreased Water Quality from Construction below the
Water Table

As with Impact A above, Alternative 2 would have essentially the same
potentially significant impacts as the proposed project, except that impacts from
RWQCP expansion would be avoided.

Impact C: Effects on Special Status Species from Construction of
Core Distribution System, Agricultural Use System, and Facility
Expansion/Upgrading

As with Impacts A and B above, Alternative 2 would have essentially the same
potentially significant impacts as the proposed project except that impacts from
RWQCP expansion would be avoided. Impacts to wetland species would likely
be reduced, as compared to the proposed project. However, total impacts would
not necessarily be substantially different and would be subject to the same WRC
MSHCP and SKR HCP requirements as the proposed project.

Impact D: Effects on Special Status Natural Communities (Habitats)
from Construction of Phase |, Core Distribution System, Agricultural
Use System, and Facility Expansion/Upgrading

Alternative 2 would avoid the habitat impacts associated with RWQCP
expansion but also would forego the benefits associated with increasing the
acreage of wetlands as part of the system. Significant impacts to other natural
communities would essentially be the same as under the proposed project.

Impact E: Effects on Linkages and Corridors from Construction of
Agricultural Use System and Facility Expansion/Upgrading
Alternative 2 would have essentially the same impacts to linkages and corridors
as the proposed project. It would avoid temporary impacts associated with
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expansion of the RWQCP but also would forego the beneficial effects of adding
more wetlands to the riparian corridor.

Impact F: Effects on Conservation Areas from Construction of Core
Distribution System, Agricultural Use System, and Facility
Expansion/Upgrading

Alternative 2 would have essentially the same impacts as the proposed project
but would not add wetlands to the existing and proposed conservation area along
the Santa Ana River.

Impact G: Demolition of Historic Resources from Construction of
Project Components

Alternative 2 would have essentially the same potentially significant impacts
associated with the demolition of historic resources as the proposed project.

Impact H: Alteration or Restoration of Historic Resources from
Construction of Project Components

Alternative 2 would have essentially the same impacts associated with the
alteration or restoration of historic resources as the proposed project.

Impact I: Relocation of Historic Resources from Project Right-of-
Way Acquisition

Alternative 2 would have essentially the same impacts associated with the
relocation of historic resources as the proposed project.

Impact J: Disturbance of Archaeological Resources or Human
Remains from Construction of Project Components

Except for the impacts associated with expansion of the RWQCP (which would
be avoided), Alternative 2 would have essentially the same potentially significant
impacts associated with the disturbance of archaeological resources or human
remains as the proposed project.

Impact K: Contribution to Cumulatively Considerable Impacts on
Surface Flow of Santa Ana River above Prado Dam from Combined
Effects of All Proposed Water Diversion and in Connection with One
Project with Anticipated Significant Impacts

Under Alternative 2, discharges to the river would decrease by 20,750 afy (58%)
compared with baseline conditions in 2000. This decrease is nearly twice the
level expected under the proposed project (10,000 afy, 28%) but would meet the
discharge requirements under the pre-existing agreement regarding Prado Basin.
Alternative 2 would make a larger contribution to the cumulative impacts to river
flows than the proposed project, but the increased contribution would not cause a
substantial increase in the anticipated impact. Further, as under the proposed
project, the primary source of cumulatively significant impacts to the river flows
are the projects associated with the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water
District/Western Municipal Water District application.
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Impact L: Construction Air Quality Emissions

Except for the construction air quality impacts associated with expansion of the
RWQCP (which would be avoided), Alternative 2 would have essentially the
same potentially significant impacts as the proposed project.

Potential for Significant Impacts

Alternative 2 has essentially the same potential for significant impacts as the
proposed project, except that potential impacts to wetland and riparian habitats
would be reduced because there would be no ground and/or river disturbance
associated with expansion of the RWQCP, nor would wetlands be added to the
existing and proposed conservation area along the Santa Ana River. The
significant impacts could be reduced to less-than-significant levels through the
same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project.

Comparison with Alternative 1

Alternative 2 would achieve a greater reduction in dependency on existing water
sources than Alternative 1. Potentially significant impacts to water and
biological resources would be greater under Alternative 2 than Alternative 1, but
the difference would not necessarily be substantial. Alternative 2 would
contribute to the cumulatively significant impact to river flow; Alternative 1
would not.

Comparison with Alternative 3 (No-Project Alternative)

Compared with the No-Project Alternative, Alternative 2 would substantially
increase use of recycled water and thereby reduce the City’s dependence on
existing water sources. Instead of the projected increase in discharges to the river
under the No-Project Alternative (86% increase over baseline), Alternative 2
would decrease discharges by 20,750 afy (58%).

Alternative 3: No-Project Alternative (Maximum
Discharge)

Compared with the proposed project, the No-Project Alternative would not
provide a way to reduce dependency on existing water sources within the project
area. However, the No-Project Alternative would not prevent the City from
pursing other ways to meet its objective. Water resources would be subject to
impacts from construction and other activities, and those impacts would be
subject to permit and mitigation requirements similar to those that apply to the
proposed project. Special status species and natural communities would benefit
from implementation of the WRC MSHCP and SKR HCP, including completion
of the MSHCP reserve system within the City and region. However, these
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benefits also would occur under the proposed project. The No-Project
Alternative would avoid potential impacts to cultural resources and air quality
associated with construction of the recycled water system. The No-Project
Alternative would add to the river flow, increasing discharges from the RWQCP
by 86% over baseline. However, this increase would not offset the anticipated
cumulative impacts to river flow in dry periods as the result of upstream
diversions that potentially would be approved.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

The proposed project is the environmentally superior alternative because it would
allow the City to reduce dependence of groundwater and contract water supplies
through activities that would have less-than-significant residual effects on water
and biological resources. Further, the proposed project has the potential to
contribute to completion of the MSHCP reserve system via mitigation for species
and habitat impacts from construction of system components and potentially by
adding wetlands in connection with expansion of the RWQCP.
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RIVERSIDE

PUBLIC UTILITIES

Notice of Preparation

March 17, 2004
To: Interested Parties

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report assessing the
City of Riverside adoption of the 2003 Recycled Water Phase 1 Feasibility
Study and Citywide Master Plan and the City of Riverside Application to
Appropriate Santa Ana River Water by Permit

The City of Riverside (City) is the Lead Agency under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) for the preparation of a Program Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR) to assess the adoption of the 2003 Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study and
Citywide Master Plan (Plan), the City of Riverside Application to Appropriate Santa Ana
River Water by Permit (Application), and a program of near term and long term projects
the City will implement to provide recycled tertiary treated effluent from the City of
Riverside Water Quality Control Plant for municipal, industrial, irrigation, and
agricultural uses throughout the City of Riverside service territory.

The City is soliciting comments and requesting information relative to the scope and
content of the environmental information to be studied in the PEIR. In accordance with
CEQA, agencies and other interested parties are requested to review the project
description provided in this NOP and provide comments on environmental issues related
to the statutory responsibilities of the agency. If you are an agency with statutory
responsibilities in conmection with the proposed project, your agency will need to use the
PEIR prepared by the City when considering your permit or other approval for the
project.

Project Location: The project is located within the City of Riverside. The City’s Water
Quality Control plant discharges water to the Santa Ana River in the vicinity of Van
Buren Boulevard. The proposed recycled water system includes facilities located within
the City of Riverside corporate boundary and those portions of Riverside County located
within the Public Utilities Department’s Service Area. The area encompasses
approximately 89 square miles. Water discharged from the Water Quality Control Plant

RIVERSIDE PuUBLIC UTILITIES IS COMMITTED TO THE HIGHEST QUALITY WATER AND ELECTRIC
SERVICES AT THE LOWEST POSSIBLE RATES TO BENEFIT THE COMMUNITY.
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March 17, 2004

migrates via surface and subsurface flow from the plant outfall easterly of Van Buren
Boulevard to the Prado Dam flood pool approximately 10 miles downstream.

Project Description: The City’s Water Quality Control Plant (WQCP) is located in the
vicinity of Van Buren Boulevard and the Santa Ana River. The plant currently
discharges approximately 36,000 acre-feet annually of tertiary treated effluent {o the
Santa Ana River east of Van Buren Boulevard. The City of Riverside Public Utilities
Department has responsibility under the City Charter for water supplies, services, and
conservation within the City. The Department currently operates a small-recycled water
system, composed of 8-inch and 12-inch diameter distribution mains. The system serves
two customers in the immediate vicinity of the WQCP.

The minimum volume of treated effluent discharged to the Santa Ana River is governed
by the so-called “Prado Settlement” agreement dated November 20, 1968 between
Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County and the City of Riverside. Under
this agreement the City has an obligation to discharge 15,250 acre-feet per year (afy) —
subject to an adjustment for water quality — to the Santa Ana River. The City has filed an
application to appropriate 41,400 afy of current and future effluent in excess of its
minimum obligation.

In September 2003, the City of Riverside completed its Recycled Water Phase I
Feasibility Study and Citywide Master Plan (Plan). This Plan identifies a potential
market for recycled water, including municipal, industrial, irrigation and agricultural
uses. Under the Plan, the City would design and construct a recycled water distribution
system, consisting of pipelines, booster stations and enclosed storage reservoirs. Effluent
from the WQCP would be incrementally diverted from the Santa Ana River and delivered
to customers through the recycled water system.

The City contemplates immediate construction of Phase 1 improvements to serve a
market demand of approximately 2,270 afy. Future phases of the distribution system are
to be developed as the market dictates and funding allows.

CEQA Compliance: The PEIR will serve as the basis of environmental review for the
City’s adoption of the Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study and Citywide Master
Plan, for processing of the City’s Application No. 31372 by the State Water Resources
Control Board, and impacts related to construction of future infrastructure at a
programmatic level. Impacts related to infrastructure location and construction will be
addressed in subsequent CEQA documents.

Environmental Resources to be Assessed: An Initial Study Checklist is provided as an
attachment to this Notice of Preparation. Potential environmental effects to be addressed
in the PEIR include the following:

o  Water Resources
¢ Biological Resources
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¢ Mandatory Finding of Significance

Documents Available for Review: Public Documents and studies by the City and others
are the primary sources of background information for this project. These documents are
available for review at the Riverside City Hall at the address shown below.

Responses to this NOP: In accordance with the time limits mandated by CEQA,
responses to the NOP must be received by the City no later than 30 days after receipt of
this notice. We request that comments to this NOP be received no later than April
20, 2004. Please send your comments to Kevin S. Milligan, P.E. at the address shown
below. Please include a return address and contact name with your comments.

Send Responses to:  City of Riverside Public Utilities Department
Attention: Kevin S. Milligan, P.E.
Riverside City Hall
3900 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92522
(909) 826-5612

o 77 196

Thomas P. Evans -
Public Utilities Director
City of Riverside

Enclosures:  Exhibit 1, Vicinity Map
Exhibit 2, City of Riverside Service Area Map
Mailing List for NOP
Environmental Initial Study — (City of Riverside Case #P03-1193)
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CITY OF RIVERSIDE PLANNING DEPARTMENT

January 21, 2003

- Item #2
Draft Negative Declaration
1. Case Number: P03-1193 '
2. Project Title: Citywide Recycled Water Feasibility Study
3. Hearing Date:  December 18, 2003
4. , -
5. . Lead Agency:  City of Riverside, Planning Department
: 3900 Main Street, 3™ Floor
Riverside, CA 92522
6. Contact Person: Jeff Belier, Senior Planner
Phone Number: (909) 826-5874
7. Project Location:  Citywide
8. Project Applicant: Kevin S. Milligan, P.E. Principal Water Engineer -
City of Riverside Public Utilities Department - (909) 826-5793
‘3900 Main Street, Riverside, CA 92522 ' ‘
9. General Plan 'Designatimll: N/A
10. Zoning: N/A
11.  Description of Project:

The City of Riverside is proposing to adopt the “Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study
and Citywide Master Plan” prepared by Parsons of Pasadena, CA in September, 2003. The -
purpose of the Project Plan was to assist the City in evaluating the cost effectiveness and
benefits of using recycled water for landscape irrigation, agricultural irrigation, ground water

. recharge, and commercial and industrial users throughout the city, including the Jurupa -

Community Services District.

The citywide recycled water system consists of the diversion of recycled water from the
Riverside Water Quality Control Plant (RWQCP) to existing and future customers for
various non-potable applications. The recycled water used for irrigation will replenish the -
ground water basin and eventually find its way into the Santa Ana River. The amount of
discharge of recycled water into the Santa Ana River is governed by the so-calied “Prado
Settlement” agreement dated November 20, 1968 between Western Municipal Water District

of Riverside County and the City of Riverside where the City has an obligation to discharge - - - |

a minimum flow at Prado Dam of 15,250 acre-feet per year (afy) The City currently
discharges approximately 36,000 afy from the RWQCP.

The recycled water system will help attain one of the City objectives of optimizing the usé
of recycled water from the RWQCP for various non-potable water applications along the

“Water Committee Agen:



12.

13.

14. -

proposed pipeline route. Presently, the City supplies récycled water to the Van Buren Golf
Center, Van Buren Urban Forest, and Toro Manufacturing Company and has existing
recycled water pipelines in Van Buren Boulevard and Doolittle Avenue. Use of recycled
water for various non-potable uses will reduce dependence of fresh water and ultimately
decrease Riverside’s dependence on scarce State Water project and Colorado River supplies.
A significant aspect of adoption of the project is the appropriation of treated effluent from
the RWQCP, which currently flows to the Santa Ana River. As previously noted, the City
currently discharges approximately 36,000 afy to the Santa Ana River. As potable water
demand increases, discharge from the RWQCP is expected to increase proportionaily.

The potential market identified in the “Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study and
Citywide Master Plan totals 20,400 afy of direct reuse. City staff estimiates a total potential
market of 41,400 afy, including placement of pumped nonpotable ground water with
recycled water. Currently, the extent of the ultimate recycled water system cannot be
defined and the location of the actual users cannot be determined. Appropriation of the
treated effluent will be developed in phases as the market develops and water becomes

available at the RWQCP.

The citywide recycled water facilities, as described in the project plan, consist of approxi- . ..
mately 52 miles of pipelines, 4 storage reservoirs, and 6 booster pumping stations at various
locations within the city (preliminary pipe alignment and location of facilities are shown in .
Figure 5-1 in the project plan) in addition to a booster pumping station and disinfec-
tion/miscellaneous structures located at the RWQCP. The pipeline alignment does not set
the specific route for the recycled water distribution system. it merely identifies a possible
alignment to best serve the potential largest users and user clusters. Site constraints such as -
existing water and sewer lines, traffic, and utilities may revise the alignment.

No other projects are anticipated as a result of this project.

Exisfing Land Uses and Setting: The is a Citywide plan and aﬁ'ects various land uses
Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: N/A | |

Otﬁer agencies whose approvalis required: Department of He;;lthrserviceé, Water Quality
Control Board- Santa Ana Region, Department of Fish and Game, Army Corps of Engineers,

and other State Clearinghouse agencies.

Other Environmental Reviews Referenced in this Review: None .

~ Fxhibits

1. Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study and Citywide Master Plan’

City Planning Commission December 18, 2003 2
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DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation which reflects the independent Judgement of the Planning
Department, it is recommended that:

The City Planning Commission find that the proposed project may have a significant
effect on the environment and an Environmental Impact Report should be required by =
the City Council. The project will have the followmg environmental effects, as

mdlcated in the initial study:

Water Resources
Biological Resources
Mandatory Findings of Significance

The City Planning Commission find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a :
significant effect on the environment, and that a NEGATIVE DECLARATION be E]_

prepared

The City Planning Commission find that although the proposed project could have a
significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case

because the recommended mitigation measures have been added to the project (see o
attached recommended mitigation measures) A mitigated NEGATIVE DECLARA- :

TION will be prepared.

The City Planning Commission find there is no evidence before the agency that the
proposed project will have any potential for adverse effect on wildlife resources, and O
the impacts of the project are de minimis pursuant to Section 711.4 of the Fish and-

Game Code.

Ken Gutierrez, Planning Director

City Plonning Commission December 18, 2003 3 P03-1153
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Project Description: See Draft Negative Declaration

Evaluation of Environmental Impacts:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

9

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources cited in the parentheses following each
question. A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific

factors as well as general standards.

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-
site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well

as operational impacts.

An answer of “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence
that an effect is significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries

when the determination is made, an EIR is required,
, e N

, .
An answer of “Less than Significant Impdct” is appropriate only in the event there is no

substantial evidence that an effect is significant.

An answer of “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from a “Potentially Significant
Impact” to a “Less than Significant Impact.” A description of the mitigation measures is
required, along with an explanation of how they reduce the effect to a less than significant
level (mitigation measures from a previous analysis may be cross-referenced). .

Earlier analyses may'be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.

When an earlier analysis is used, the initial study shall:

a. Reference earlier analyses used. Identify earlier analyses. Unless noted otherwise, all

previous environmental documents are available at the City of Riverside Planning
Department. '

b. Note impacts adequately addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist

were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation

measures based on the earlier analysis,

¢. Identify mitigation measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or

City Planning Comniission December 18, 2003
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refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific

conditions for the project.

ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING
INFORMATION SOURCES):

1. LAND USE AND PLANNING.
Would the proposal:

a.

Conflict with general plan designation or zoning?
(Source: GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DIAGRAM; TITLE 19 RIVERSIDE
MUNICIPAL CODE)

The proposal involves the adoption of the
“Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study and
Citywide Master Plan. No conflicts within the
Zoning Code or General Plan are anticipated.
Conlflict with applicable environmental plans or
policies adopted by agencies with jurisdiction
over the project?(seurce: Staff Analysis)

The ”Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study
and Citywide Master Plan” does not conflict
with applicable environmental plans.

Be incompatible with existing land use in the
VlClIllty‘? (Source: Staff Analysis) .

The “Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study
and Citywide Master Plan” will not affect
existing fand use or create land use compatibil-
ity issues.

Affect agricultural resources or.operations (e.g.,
impacts to soils or farmlands, or impacts from
incompatible land uses)? (Source: Staff Anatysis)

The Project Plan will not affect agricultural
resources or operations.

Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an
established community? (Source: Staff Analysis)

The Project Plan will not change the physical
arrangement of any existing development.

Potentially Potentiaily Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorpora
ted

City Planning Commission December 18, 2003
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ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING
INFORMATION SOURCES):

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING.

Would the proposal:

a. Cumulatively exceed official regional or local
population projections? (source: Staff analysis)
The proposed Project Plan will not resultin an
intensification or increase in population in the
City . The project is intended to enhance
water supply in the area and will not increase
either the instantaneous or annual water
withdrawals.

b. Induce substantial growth in an area either directly
or indirectly (e.g., through projects in an undevel-

oped area or extension of major infrastructure)?
(Source: Staff Analysis) ’

See response 2a. above.

¢. Eliminate existing housing, especially affordable
housing? {Source: Staff’ Analysis)
The project will not eliminate any existing
housing.

3. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.
Would the proposal result in or expose people to

potential impacts involving:

a. Fault rupiure? (souce: GENERAL PLAN EXHIBIT 6 - SEISMIC
HAZARDS)

The “Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study
and Citywide Master Plan” will not expose
people to seismic hazards. The City itself is
over five miles from the nearest earthquake
fault, the San Jacinto fault.

b. Seismic ground shaking? (sowce: GENERALPLAN EXHIBIT
6 - SEISMIC HAZARDS)

There are portions of the City that may experi-
ence high levels of ground shaking, the project,
however, will not expose people or property to
additional risks.

Potentially Potentially Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorpora
ted
O - 0 X
O O O X
[ O L] X

City Planning Commission December 18, 2002 2
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ISSUES ( AND SUPPORTING Potentizlly Potentially Less Than No

Significant Significant Significant Impact

INFORMATION SOURCES) impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorpora
ted
c. Seismic ground failure, including liquefaction? [] n <

{Source: GENERAL PLAN EXHIBIT 6 - SEISMIC HAZARDS}

Although there are areas of high liquefaction
potential within the City, the project will not
affect the existing seismic conditions. Also see
response 3a. above.

d. Seiche hazard?  (Seuce: GENERAL PLAN EXHIBIT 7 -
HYDROLOGY) . [ LI 2
See response 3a. above,

e. Grading on natural slopes over 10 percent? (source: ]
CITY GIS MAPS) u [ o 2l
See response 3a. above.

f. Frosion, changes in topography or unstable-soil 1 n n =
conditions from excavation, grading, or fill? (Source:
See response 3a. above. '

£. Subsidence of the land? (Source: Staff Analysis) D D
See response 3a. above.
h. Expansive s0ils? (Sowce: GENERAL PLAN EXHIBIT 5 -
UNSUITABLE SOILS) O 0 O X

See response 3a, above.

i. Unique geologic or physical features? (source: Stafr |
Anaiys?s) g 4 ° 1 l O X
See response 3a. above.

4. WATER.
‘Would the proposal result in:
a. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or ] 1 = [
the rate and amount of surface runoff? (source: stafr
analysis)

The Project Plan proposes to divert water from
the Riverside Water Quality Control Plant
(RWQCP) for non-potable water users and
could affect absorption rates, drainage pat-
terns, and the rate and amount of surface
runoff. However, this is considered insignifi-
cant and the adoption of the plan itself will not
cause physical changes that would result in
alteration to the existing conditions. Imple-
mentation of the project will require additional
environmental review.

City Planning Commission December 18, 2003 4 PO3-1192



ISSUES ( AND SUPPORTING Potentially Potentially Less Than . No
mpact

Significant Significant Significant

INFORMATION SOURCES): Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorpora
ted
b. Exposure of people or property to water related 0 ] ]

hazards such as ﬂooding? (Source: Staff analysis)
The Project Plan is not anticipated to result in
any changes to the existing flow of water and
should not increase the exposure of people or
property to flooding.

¢. Discharge into surface waters or other alteration = ] 0 ]
of surface water quality? (sowce: Staff Anatysis)
The project Plan proposes to divert water from
the RWQCP for non-potable water users. The
impact of these future diversions cannot be
predicted at this time, however, there is a
potential for the diversion to have a significant
impact on surface water quality. It is recom-
mended that these impacts be addressed in an
environmental impact report,

d. Changes in the amount of surface water in any g 0 O ]
water body? (Source: Staff Analysis)
The Project Plan proposes to divert water from
the RWQCP for non-potable water users and
could result in changes in the amount of sur-
face water that may have a potentially signifi-
cant impact,
e. Changes in the course or direction of water move- 5 ] ] N
ment? {Source: Staff analysis)
The Project Plan proposes to divert water from
the RWQCP for non-potable water users and
could result in changes in the course or direc-
tion of water movement that may have a poten-
tially significant impact. Refer also to 4c. and
7a.
f. Changes in the quantity of ground waters, either < O n 0
through direct additions or withdrawals, or throu-
gh interception of an aquifer by cuts or excava-
tions, or through substantial loss of groundwater

recharge capability?  (Source: Staff Analysis)
See 4c. and 7a.

City Planning Commission December 18, 2003 5 P0O3-1193



ISSUES ( AND SUPPORTING Potentially Potentially Less Than No

Significant Significant Significant Impact

INFORMATION SOURCES): Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorpora
fed
g. Altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater? .| " s

{Source: Staff Analysis)
The Project Plan will not change the direction

or rate of flow of groundwater,

h. Impacts to groundwater quahtyq (Source: Staff Analysis } D D D E
The Project plan will not cause discharge of

ground water contaminants.
i. Substantial reduction in the amount of local ] N 52
groundwater otherwise available for public water -

SuppIieS? (8ource: Staff Analysis}
See 4f.

5. AIR QUALITY.

Would the proposal:

a. Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an 1 I 57 D
existing or projected air quality violation? (source:
Staff Analysis)

The adoption of the Project Plan itself will not
have recognizable impacts on the ambient air
quality. Further analysis would be required
when specific facilities, and alignments are
identified.

b. Createa CO hotspot, or expose individuals to CO 5 1 5 ]
concentrations above established standards? (source:
Staff Analysis)
See response 5a.

c. a]%;{ﬁgse sensitive receptors to pollutants? (sowrce:Stafr n m X O
See response Sa.

d. Create objectionable odors? (source: Staff Analysis) 0O O [ n
See response 5a.

e. Be subject to Transportation Demand Measures? J O n 5

(Source: Staff Analysis)
The TDM requirements will not apply since
there are no employees generated by this

project plan.

City Planning Commission December 18, 2003 & Po3-1193



ISSUES ( AND SUPPORTING Potentially Potentially Less Than No

Significant Significant Significant Impact

INFORMATION SOURCES): Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorpora
ted
6. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION.
Would the proposal result in:

a. Increased vehicle trips or traffic congestion?
{Source: Staff Analysis) D E] E D

The adoption of the “Recycled Water Phase I
Feasibility Study and Citywide Master Plan”
would not impact vehicle trips or traffic con-
gestion. Further environmental review would
be required when specific facilities, locations,
and alignments are identified when the plan is
implemented.
b. Reduction in Level of Service (LOS) of inter- [ 5 ]
SSCtiOHS? (Source: Staff Analysis)
See response 6a. above.
c. Hazards to safety from design features (e.g., sharp O ] X 0
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses? {Source: Staff Analysis )
See response 6a above.
d. Inadequate emergency access or access to nearby 0 O 4 ]
uses? {Source: Staff Analysis)
See response 6a. above.

e. Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site? 1 0 7 O
{Source: Stafl Analysis} -

See response 6a. above.
f.  Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? 0] n 5 n

{Source: Staff f Analysis}
See response 6a above.

g Conflicts with adopted policies supporting alter- O & ]
native transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle
racks}‘? {(Source: Staff Analysis)
See response 6a. above.

h. Rail or air traffic impacts? (Source: Staff Analysis) 0 n ] ]
See response 6a. above.
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ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING
INFORMATION SOURCES):

7. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.

Would the proposal result in impacts to:

Federally endangered, threatened, or rare species
or their habitats (including but not Hlmited to

plants, fish, insects, animals, and birds)? (source:staft
Analysis)
Diversion of future stream discharges could

result in variations in river flow. The impact
of these future diversions capnot be predicted
at this time, however, there is a potential that
these variations in River flow could have a
potentially significant impact on biological
resources.

Species identified as a sensitive or special status
species in local or regional plans or listings main-
tained by the California Department of Fish and
Game? (Source; Staff Analysis)

See response 7a. above.

Locally important natural communities (e.g., sage
scrub, etc.)? (Source: Stéaft Analysis) '

See response 7a. above.

Wetland habitat (e.g. riparian and vernal pool)?
{Source: Staff Analysis)

See response 7a. above.

Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors? (source:
Staff Analysis)

See response 7a. above,

Wildlife resources pursuant to Section 711.4 of
the Fish and Game Code? {Source: Staff Analysis)

See response 7a. above.

8. ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES.

a.

Would the proposal:

Conflict with the General Plan Energy Element?
(Source: GENERAL PLAN ENERGY ELEMENT)

The adoption of the “Recycled Water Phase 1

Feasibility Study and Citywide Master Plan”

will not conflict with the General Plan Energy
Element.

Potentially Potentially Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorpora
ted
X O 0 ]

City Planning Commission December 18, 2003 8
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Potentially Potentially Less Than No

ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Significant Significant Significant Impact
INFORMATION SOURCES): Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorpora
ted
b. Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and ] O n <

inefficient manner? (Source: Staff Analysis)
See 8a. above,

c. Result in the loss of availability of a2 known = ] I
mineral resource that would be of future value to

the region and the residents of the State? (source:
GENERAL PLAN ENERGY ELEMENT)

See 8a. above.

9. HAZARDS.
Would the proposal involve:
a. A risk of accidental explosion or release of J M (] =

hazardous substances (including, but not limited

to: oil, pesticides, chemicals, or radiation)? (source:
Staff Analysis)

The adoption of the “Recycled Water Phase I
Feasibility Study and Citywide Master Plan”
would not result in the creation or exposure to
any hazards. Further environmental review
would be required when specific facilities,
locations, and alignments are identified when

the plan is implemented.

b. Possibleinterference with an emergency response ] ] M ]
plan or emergency evacuation plan? (Souce: Suff
Analysis)
See 9a. above.

c. The creation of any health hazard or potential O n [ <

health hazard? (source: Staff Anatysis)
See 9a. above.

d. Exposure of people to existing sources of po- 0 ] =
tential health hazards? (source: Staff Analysis)
See 9a, above.

e. Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable [ M = e
brush, grass, or trees? (Source: Staff Analysis)
See 9a. above.

f. Exposure of people to risk from airport opera- | | O 5
tions? (Source: Staff Analysis)
See 9a. Above.
e P03-1193
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ISSUES ( AND SUPPORTING Potentially Potentially Less Than No

Significant Significant Significant Impact

INFORMATION SOERCES): Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorpora
ted
10. NOISE.
Would the proposal result in:
a. Increase in existing noise levels? (Source: Staff Analysis) O m 5 ]

The adoption of the”Recycled Water Phase I
Feasibility Study and Citywide Master Plan”
will not affect existing noise levels. However,
construction of facilities to implement the
project could resultin impacts. Further analy-
sis would be required when specific facilities,
locations, and alignments are identified.

b. Exposure to severe noise levels, including con- . ] 0 |
struction 1noise? (source: Staff Analysis)
See 10a. above.

11. PUBLIC SERVICES.

‘ ‘Would the proposal have an effect upon, or result
in a need for new or altered government services
in any of the following areas:

a. Fire protection? (source: Staff Analysis)

The project is consistent with the General Plan - = : - =
and is not likely to increase the demand for
public utilities. No intensification of land uses
is expected.

b. Police pl’OtGCtiOIl? (Source: Staff analysis) D E:] B E
See response 11a. above.
¢. Schools? (Source; Staff Analysis} D D
See response 11a. above. L R
d. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? ] ] O X

{Source: Staff Analysis)
See response 11a. above.

e. Other governmental services? (Source: Staff Analysis) ] ] [] ¢
See response 11a. above.
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ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING
INFORMATION SOURCES):

12. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.

Would the proposal result in a need for new
systems or supplies, or substantial alterations fo
the following utilities:

Power or natural gas? (Source: Staff Analysis)

The adoption of the “Recycled Water Phase I
Feasibility Study and Citywide Master Plan”
would not impact utilities and service systems.
However, construction of facilities to imple-
ment the project could result in impacts on
utility and service systems. Fuarther analysis
would be required when specific facilities,
locations, and alignments are identified.
Communications systems? (Source: Staff Analysis)

See response 12a. above.

Local or regional water treatment or distribution
facilities? (Source: Staff Analysis)

See response 12a. above.

Sewer or septic tanks? (source: Staff Analysis)

See response 12a. above.

Storm water drainage? (Source: Staff Analysis)

See response 12a. above.

Solid waste disposal? (Source: Staff Analysis)

See response 12a. above.

Local or regional water supplies? (source: Staff Analysis)
See response 12a. above.

13. AESTHETICS.

Would the proposal:

Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect?
{Source: Staff Analysis)

Adoption of the “Recycled Water Phase I
Feasibility Study and Citywide Master Plan”
will not result in negative aesthetic impacts.
Create light or glare? (Source: Staff Analysis)

See 13a. above.

Affect a scenic vista or roadway? (Source: Staff Analysis )
See 13a, above,

Potentially Potentially Less Than No
Significant Significant Siganificant Impact

Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorpora
ted

L1 [l X |
O O X
L] O X 1
O 0 X 1
O O X O
£] O X |
O L] D¢ L1
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ISSUES ( AND SUPPORTING Potentially Potentially Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
INFORMATION SOURCES): Impact  Unless  Impact
Mitigation
Incorpora
ted
14. CULTURAL RESOURCES.
Would the proposal:
a. Disturb paleontological resources?(source: Staff analysis) | M p ]

Adoption of the “Recycled Water Phase I
Feasibility Study and Citywide Master Plan”
would not create a disturbance of
paleontological, archeological, and historical
resources. However, construction of facilities
to implement the project counld result in
impacts. Further analysis would be required
when specific facilities, Jlocatiom, and
alignments are identified.

b. Disturb archacological resources? (source: Staff Analysis) ] 0 B 52
See response 14a. above.
c¢. Have the potential to cause a physical change n ] 7 =

which would affect historical resources, including
heritage trees? {Source: Staff Analysis)
See response 14a. above.
d. Have the potential to cause a physical change ] 0 & ]
which would affect unique ethnic cultural values,
including those associated with religious or sacred
uses? (Source: Staff Analysis)
See response 14a. above.

15. RECREATION.
Would the proposal:
a. Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional 0 ] 0 5

parks or other recreational facilities? (Source: )
The adoption and implementation of the
‘Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study and
Citywide Master Plan” will not impact
recreational facilities.
b. Affect existing recreational opportunities, [] [ 1 %
including trails? (Source: Staff Analysis)
See response 15a. above.
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Potentially Potentially Less Than No

ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Significant Significant Significant Impact
INFORMATION SOURCES): Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Inc:f'pera
ted

16. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.

a. Doestheprojecthave the potential to substantially g ] 0 N
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of'an endangered, rare or threatened species,
or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?
(Source: Staff Analysis)
See responses in Sections 7 and 14.
b. Does the project have the potential to achieve ] 0 . R
short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals? (Source: Staff Analysis)
Information contained in this initial study
supports the conclusion that no long term
environmental goals will be impacted by the
project.
c. Does the project have impacts that are ] ] O 2
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, and the effects of probable
future projects.) (Source: Staff Analysis)
No adverse cumulative impacts were identified
in the initial stady analysis.

d. Does the project have environmental effects [ 1 I <
which will cause substantial adverse effects

on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
{Source: Staff Analysis}
See responses in Section 9.
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FINDING  (To be completed by the City Planning Commission)

L] It has been found that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment and

a Negative Declaration should be adopted by the City Council. As part ofthis determination,
the approved mitigation measures shall be required for the project. The proposed Negative
Declaration reflects the independent judgement of the City of Riverside.

X

Limited to Case P03-1193

DX It has been found that the project may have a significant effect on the

environment and an Environmental Impact Report should be required by the City
Council. The project will have the following environmental effects, as

indicated in the initial study.

Water
Biological Resources
Mandatory Findings of Significance

O There is no evidence before the agency that the proposed project will have any potential

for adverse effect on wildlife resources, and the impacts of the project are found to be de
minirmis pursuant to Section 711.4 of the Fish and Game code.

Signature Date

City Planning Commission

Case Number: P03-1193
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Service List for City of Riverside Recycled Water and Water Rights

A e limadinm IE n T
APPCanisn EIR —rage |l

Bear Valley Mutual Water Company
Mr. Michael Huffstutler

101 East Olive St.

Redlands, CA 92373

Big Bear Municipal Water District
Sheila Hamilton

P.O. Box 2863, 40524 Lakeview Dr.
Big Bear Lake, CA 92315

Big Bear Watermaster

Donald E. Evenson

1340 Treat Boulevard, Ste. 300
Walnut Creek, CA 94596

California Department of Conservation
801 K Street, MS 24-01
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Department of Fish & Game
Mr. Curt Taucher

330 Golden Shore, Ste. 210

Long Beach, CA 90982

California Department of Fish and Game
Ms. Nancee Murray

Legal Office

1416 9" St., 12" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

California Regional Water Quality Board
Gerard Thibeault

3737 Main St., Ste. 500

Riverside, CA 92501-3339

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Mr. Jerry Mensch

2553 Stonehaven Dr.

Sacramento, CA 95827

California State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

CEMEX

Ms. Christine Jones

P.O. Box 4120

Ontario, CA 91761-1607

Chino Basin Water Conservation District
c/o William J. Brunick, Esq

Brunick, Battersby, McElbaney & Beckett
P.O. Box 6425

San Bernardino, CA 92412

Chino Basin Watermaster

Mr. John Rossi

8632 Archibald Ave., Ste. 109
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

Chino Basin Watermaster
C/o Hatch & Parent

Mr. Michael Fife

21 E. Carrillo St.

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

City of Chino
Jimmy L. Gutierrez
12616 Central Ave.
Chino, CA 91710

City of Colton

Mr. Eric Fraser

650 North La Cadena Dr.
Colton, CA 92324

City of Grand Terrace
22795 Barton Road
Grand Terrace, CA 92313

City of Highland
Mr. Sam Racadio
27215 Base Line
Highland, CA 92346

City of Loma Linda
Planning Utilities
25541 Barton Road
Loma Linda, CA 92354

City of Ontario

C/o Eric L. Garner

Best, Best & Kreiger, LLP
P.O. Box 1028

Riverside, CA 92502

City of Pomona

C/o Thomas S. Bunn, III

Lagerlof, Senecal, Bradley, Gosney,
& Kruse, LLP

301 North Lake Ave., 10" Floor
Pasadena, CA 91101-4108

City of Redlands

Mr. John Jaquess

P.O. Box 3005

Redlands, CA 92373-1505



Service List for City of Riverside Recycled Water and Water Rights

Applicatio

City of Rialto Water Department
Mr. Rick Wellington

150 South Palm Ave.

Rialto, CA 92376

City of Riverside Public Utilities Dept.

Mr. Dieter Wirtzfield
3900 Main St., 4® Floor
Riverside, CA 92522

City of Riverside

C/o Best, Best &Krieger
Mr. Eric Garner

3750 University Ave.
P.O. Box 1028
Riverside, CA 92502

City of San Bernardino
300 North D Street
San Bernardino, CA 92418

City of San Bernardino
Municipal Water Department
Stacey Aldstadt

300 North D. Street, 5" Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92418

City of San Bernardino
Municipal Water Department
Mr. Joel Moskowitz

1880 Century Park East, Ste. 350
Los Angeles, CA 90067-1603

Crafton Water Company
Mr. Ed Patterson, Jr.
Route 1, Box 624
Redlands, CA 92374

Cucamonga Co. Water District
C/o Eric .. Garner

Best, Best & Krieger LLP

P.O. Box 1028

Riverside, CA 92502

Daniel J. McHugh, City Attorney
City of Redlands

P.0O. Box 3005

Redlands, CA 92373

Eastern Municipal Water District
2270 Trumble Road
Perris, CA 92572-8300

PDoamn D
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East Valley Water District

Mr. Robert Martin

P.O. Box 3427

1155 Del Rosa Ave.

San Bernardino, CA 92413-3427

EDAW, Inc,

Mr. Phillip Dunn

2022 J, Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District
Mr. Ron Young

31315 Chaney St.

Lake Elsinore, CA 92530-2707

Fontana Union Water Company
Mr. Gerald Black

P.O. Box 309

Fontana, CA 92335

Inland Empire Utilities Agency

C/o Jean Cihigoyenctche
Cihigoyenetche, Grossberg, & Clouse
3038 Haven Ave,, Ste. E

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

Inland Empire Utilities Agency
Mr. Rich Atwater

P.O. Box 697

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91729

Loma Linda University
11234 Anderson
L.oma LLinda, CA 92350

Lugonia Water Company
Mr. David Knight
P.O.Box 711

Mentone, CA 92359

Manatt, Phelps, Phillips
Mr. Marc Luesebrink
11355 W. Olympic Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90064

Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California

P.(. Box 54153

Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153



Service List for City of Riverside Recycled Water and Water Rights

cBisdinn T

Appu\_auuu LEIN — Page 3

Montecito Memorial Park
Mr. Robert Hinze

P.C. Box 5546

San Bernardino, CA 92412

Monte Vista Water District

C/o Arthur I. Kidman

McCormick, Kidman, & Behrens LLP
695 Town Center Drive, Ste. 1400
Costa Mesa, CA 92626

Muscoy Mutual Water Company
Mr. Joe Carabajal

2167 Darby ST.

San Bernardino, CA 92405

North Fork Water Company
Mr. Amold Wright

29412 Water St.

East Highland, CA 92329

OC Planning Department
Mr. Mike Wellborn

P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Orange County Flood Control District

C/o Anne J. Schneider/Robert E. Donlan
Ellison & Schnieder

2015 H Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Orange County Public Facilities & Resources
Dept. (Flood Control District)

Mr. Ken Smith

300 N. Flower St.

Santa Ana, CA 92703

Orange County Water District
C/o Christopher J. McNevin
Pillsbury Madison & Sutro LLP
725 S. Fiqueroa St., Ste. 1200
Los Angeles, CA 90017-5443

Orange County Water District
Ms. Virginia Grebbien

P.O. Box 8300

Fountain Valley, CA 92728-8300

Redlands Municipal Utilities Department
Mr. Gary Phelps

P.O. Box 3005

Redlands, CA 92373-1505

Riverside County Flood Control & WCD
Mr. David Zappe

1995 Market St.

Riverside, CA 92501

Riverside Highland Water Company
Mr. Don Hough

1450 Washington St.

Colton, CA 92324

Roberton’s Ready Mix
Mr. Rich Robertson
P.C. Box 1659
Corona, CA 92878

San Bernardino County Flood Control
District

Mr. Ken Miller

825 E. 3" Street, Room 101

San Bernardino, CA 92415-0835

San Bernardino County Land Use Services
Dept.

Mr. Randy Scoft

385 N. Arrowhead

San Bernardino, CA 92415

San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water
District

Mr. Robert Reiter

P.O. Box 5906

San Bernardino, CA 92412-5906

San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water
District, et al.

C/o David Aladjem

Downey, Brand, Seymour & Rohwer
555 Capitol Mall, 10" Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation
District

C/o David B. Cosgrove

Rutan & Tucker

611 Anton Blvd., Ste. 1400

Costa Mesa, CA 92626

San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency
Mr. Steve Stockton

P.O. Box 520

Beaumont, CA 92223
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Santa Ana River Local Sponsors
C/o Ellison, Schneider & Harris
Mr. Robert Donlan

2015 H. Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-3109

Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority
Mr. Joe Grindstaff

11615 Sterling Ave.

Riverside, CA 92503

Sheila Hamilton

Big Bear Municipal Water District
P.O. Box 2863

Big Bear Lake, CA 92315-2863

Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter
Mr. Ralph Salisbury

2995 Floral Ave.

Riverside, CA 92507

Southern California Edison
Mr. John Hayball

12353 Hesperia Road
Victorville, CA 92392

State of California

C/o Marilyn H. Levin

300 South Spring St., Ste. 5212
Los Angeles, CA 90013

State Water Resources Control Board
Mr. Lewis Moeller

1002 1 Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Col. Richard G. Thompson
P.O. Box 532700

Los Angeles, CA 900153-2352

U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Paim
Springs South Coast Field Office

P.O. Box 581260

North Palm Springs, CA 92258-1260

U.S. Dept of Agriculture, Forest Service
Mr. Jack Gipsman

33 New Montgomery St., 17" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Mr. Jim Bartel

6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, CA 92009

1J.S. Forest Service

Mr. Gene Zimmerman

1824 S. Commercenter Circle
San Bernardino, CA 92408

U.S. Dept of Agriculture, Forest Service
Mr. Jack Gipsman

33 New Montgomery St., 17" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

Wash Committee
P.O. Box 1839
Redlands, CA 92373

West Valley Water District
Mr. Anthony Araiza

West Valley Water District
P.O. Box 920

Rialto, CA 92377-0920

Western Hieghts Water Company
Mr. Joe Calpino

32352 Avenue D

Yucaipa, CA 92399

Western Municipal Water District
Mr. Norm Thomas

P.O. Box 5286

Riverside, CA 92517-5286

Western Municipal Water District of
Riverside County

C/o David Aladjem

Downey, Brand, Seymour & Rohwer
555 Capitol Mall, 10” Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
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City of Riverside Public Utilities Department

Recycled Water and Water Rights Application EIR , )
Attention: Kevin S. Milligan, P.E. MAY 10 2004

Riverside City Hall CITY OF RIVERSIDE
3900 Main Street WATER ENGINEERING

Riverside, CA 92522

NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
ASSESSING THE CITY OF RIVERSIDE ADOPTION OF THE 2003 RECYCLED WATER
PHASE T FEASIBILITY STUDY AND CITYWIDE MASTER PLAN AND THE CITY OF
RIVERSIDE APPLICATION TO APPROPRIATE SANTA ANA RIVER WATER BY

PERMIT

Dear Mr. Milligan:

On March 17, 2004, the City of Riverside (City) issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 2003 Recycled Water Phase 1 Feasibility Study and
Citywide Master Plan and the Application to Appropriate Santa Ana River Water by Permit.
Staff of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), Division of Water Rights
(Division) submits these comments in its capacity as a responsible agency for the above-
referenced NOP, specifically for the water right application component of the Project. Asa
responsible agency, the SWRCB must consider the environmental effects of the project as shown
in the EIR, but will make independent findings and may require additional or different mitigation
measures for impacts identified in resource areas within the SWRCB’s jurisdiction. {Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, § 15096.) SWRCB staff will address other permitting process issues in a separate

correspondence.

The EIR must address the application component of the Project with sufficient specificity for the
SWRCB to consider issuing a permit. Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
a programmatic EIR may be appropriate for reviewing a large project that includes components
as logical parts in a chain of contemplated actions. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15168.) A
programmatic EIR should address subsequent activities as specifically and comprehensively as
possible. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15168, subd. (C)(5).) The degree of specificity should
correspond to the underlying activity described in the EIR. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15146.)
If the project includes the adoption of a plan, the EIR must focus on the secondary effects that
can be expected to follow from the adoption, but the EIR need not include as much detail on the
specific construction projects that might follow. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15146.)

The City’s NOP states that under the Recycled Water Phase [ Feastbility Study and Citywide
Master Plan (Plan), effluent from the City’s Water Quality Control Plant (RWQCP) would be
incrementally diverted from the Santa Ana River and delivered to customers throughout the
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system. (NOP atp.2.) Immediate construction of Phase I improvements will serve the market
demand of 2,270 acre-feet per year (afa) and future phases will be developed as the market
dictates. Thus, the City plans to produce a programmatic EIR that will identify impacts related
to construction of future infrastructure at a programmatic level. (Id.)

The application before the SWRCB, however, requests water for the entire project. Therefore,
the EIR must address all the impacts of this proposal. The SWRCB may or may not have review
over subsequent construction projects, and cannot defer additional analysis in deciding whether
to issue a permit to appropriate water. Thus, resource areas impacted from the water right
application must be fully analyzed in this EIR. This includes direct and indirect impacts, and

cumulative impacts.

Under section 4(a), the NOP states: “The Project Plan proposes to divert water from the RWQCP
for non-potable water users and could affect absorption rates, drainage patterns, and the rate and
amount of surface runoff. However, this impact is considered insignificant and the adoption of
the Plan itself will not cause physical changes that will result in alteration to the existing
conditions. Implementation of the project will require additional review.” (NOP at p.4.) This
statement misses the point of conducting a programmatic environmental review. It is not enough
to claim no impact because at this time no action will occur on the ground. The document must
forecast foreseeable impacts and mitigate such impacts to the extent possible. It must address the
impacts from implementing the Plan, although the level of analysis may not address site-specific
detail. This same comment applies to all similarly phrased conclusions in the NOP.

Similarly, section 7(a) states: “Diversions of future stream discharges could result in variations
in river flow. The impact of these future diversions cannot be predicted at this time, however,
there is a potential that these variations in River flow could have a potentially significant impact
on biological resources.” To the extent that reductions of stream flow will occur from the
appropriation of water applied for in the City’s water right application, the SWRCB expects
these impacts to be fully analyzed in the EIR. This comment applies to all biological and water
quality impacts resulting from reduced stream flow.

In general, the NOP does not identify any impacts associated with future construction of
facilities. SWRCB staff suggests that the programmatic EIR call out potential impacts and
mitigation measures in a general way so that subsequent environmental documentation may be

tiered. Otherwise, entirely new CEQA review must be prepared at a later date.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 341-5349.

Sincer@l-y»,)

__J:} 4"'7" . e, PR //_a’//,
LAl L ’/J{ LA s il -
4 'fl
“Jane Farwell
Environmental Scientist
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Recycled Water and Water Rights Application EIR

Attention: Kevin S. Milligan, P.E.
Riverside City Halt

CITY OF BIVERSIDT
WATER ENGINEERING

3600 Main Street
Riverside, CA 02522

Dear Mr. Milligan:

The Orange County Water District (OCWD) appreciates the opportunity to review
the Notice of Preparation of the Environmental Impact Report assessing the City
of Riverside adoption of the 2003 Recycled Water Phase | Feasibility Study and
Citywide Master Plan and the City of Riverside Application to Appropriate Santa
Ana River Water by Permit dated March 17, 2004 and respectfully submits the
following comments on the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study.

1.

The Project description identifies that 36,000 acre-feet per year (afy) of
tertiary treated effluent is currently discharged to the Santa Ana River, there
is an obligation to discharge 15,250 afy, an application was submitted to
appropriate 41,400 afy, and the City contemplates immediate construction
of Phase 1 improvements fo serve a market demand of 2,270 afy. We were
not able fo identify the scape of the project with respect to the annual
volume of recycled water usage. Please clarify the project description and
what project the EIR will address.

Page 6 of the initial Study indicates that there would be “no impact” under
category 4h “impacts to groundwater quality’. Potential impacts to
groundwater quality should be evaluated in the Environmental Impact
Report. The proposed project would deliver recycled water to various
water uses, including municipal industrial, irrigation, and agriculturai uses.
Some of the recycled water delivered for these uses may impact
groundwater quality. For example, at irrigation sites, salts in the recycled
water would likely impact groundwater quality. Even if all the recycled
water is consumed during irrigation, some of the salts in the recycled water
will remain behind in the subsurface and could migrate to groundwater. This

P.O. Box 8300, Fountain Valley, CA 92728-8300 + 10500 Eltis Avenue, Fountain Valley, CA 92708
Telephone (714) 378-3200 Fax (714) 378-3373 Web Page www.ocwd.com



Kevin Milligan
April 20, 2004
Page 2 of 2

is particularly the case if the recycled water salt level is higher than the
existing water supply used for irrigation.

The EIR needs to quantify water quality impacts to river flows and
groundwater. It also needs to quantify the impacts, present a monitoring
and mitigation strategy, and demonstrate how the proposed project wili
comply with the Santa Ana River Basin Plan.

With reduced flows from 36,000 afy to 15,250 afy, the EIR should identify
potential impacts to receiving water habitats, endangered or listed species,
and critical habitats identified within and downstream of the area.

#7- Biological Resources [a-e]: The project states, “diversion of future
stream discharges could result in variation in river flow. The impact of
these future diversions cannot be predicted at this time, however, there is a
potential that these variations in River flow couid have a potentially
significant impact on biological resources.” The project should address
known bjological issues, critical/listed habitat, endangered or listed species
as presently identified today and develop mitigation plans.

#16. Mandatory Findings of Significance [a] The project is noted as
“potentially significant impact” with a note to see the response in Sections 7
and 14. Section 7 does not provide activities to address the noted natural

resources issues as described above.

#16. Mandatory Findings of Significance [b] Information in the Initial Study
acknowledges the potentially significant impact and is contradictory to the
“no impact” identified in this section. The EIR should evaluate the water
quality and biological resources issues identified as ‘potentially significant
impact’ or ‘potentially significant unless mitigation incorporated’ to provide
data that no leng-term environmental goals would be impacted by the

proposed project.

We look forward to working with you to protect the water resources in the Santa
Ana River watershed. If you have any questions regarding these comments, you

may contact me at 714-378-3220.

Sincerely,

N

V:rg

)\[)K‘ '\s\.&c& i A ;\_s \)!\"‘L A

a Grebbien, P. E

General Manager
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VIA FAX AND MAIL

City of Riverside Public Utilities Department
Recycled Water and Water Rights Application EIR
Attention: Kevin S. Milligan, P.E.

Riverside City Hall n ~ ‘
CITY OF RIVERSIDE

3900 Main Street Y ob 1
Riverside, CA 92522 WATER ENGINEERING

Re:  Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report assessing the City of
Riverside adoption of the 2003 Recycled Water Phase I Peasibility Study and
Citywide Master Plan and the City of Riverside Applicationto Appropriate Santa Ana
River Water by Permit

Dear Mr. Milligan:

This office serves as General Counsel to the East Valley Water District (“"EVWD”).

Pursuant to the authority provided in the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public
Resources Code (“PRC”) Section 21000 et seq., and the Guidelines adopted thereunder, California
Code of Regulations (“CCR”) Section 15000 et seq., EVWD submits the following comments to the
Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) issued by the City of Riverside on March 17, 2004, in connection with

the above-referenced matter.

In this regard, CEQA requires that the preparation and review of an environmental impact report
(“EIR”) “should be coordinated in a timely fashion with the existing planning, review, and project
approval process being used by each public agency.” CCR Section 15004(c). To help facilitate inter-
agency coordination, PRC Section 21080.3(a) requires that the lead agency consult with all
responsible agencies and trustee agencies before preparation of an EIR.

The NOP is the procedural device used to initiate such interagency dialogue. PRC Sections 21080.4,
21092.2, 21092.3; CCR Section 15082(a). The NOP must be written so as to provide the agencies
with sufficient information to enable them to make meaningful responses. At a minimum, the NOP
must include a description of the project, its location on a map, and a statement of the project’s
probable environmental effects. CCR Section 15082(a)(1).
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Here, EVWD has raised concerns with respect to the proposed project as described in the NOP and
the Draft Negative Declaration accompanying the NOP (“Project”) as identified in the Protests filed
with the State Water Resources Control Board (“SWRCB”) on July 17, 2002 (with respect to
Application Nos. 31174 and A031165 to appropriate water by permit), and on April 1, 2003 (with
respect to Application Nos. 31369, 31370, 31371, and 31372 to appropriate water by permit), which

Protests are incorporated herein by this reference.

Therefore, EVWD requests that the scope of the EIR include a complete and detailed discusston and
analysis of each and every one of the issues raised, directly or indirectly, in the Protests submitted to
the SWRCB in connection with the above Applications, as well as the operational plan for the
Project, its effect on the legal, contractual, historical, and other rights, duties, limitations,
entitlements, and responsibilities of the parties affected thereby (including EVWD), and the impact
of the Project on all related environmental interests, including but not limited to existing water
quality, water supply, contaminant plumes, and native species and habitat.

Further, EVWD requests that, pursuant to PRC Section 21091(d) and CCR Section 15002(j), a
detailed written response to all comments previously submitted, all comments included herein, and
all future comments subsequently added by EVWD with respect to the Project, be included in the
environmental review record for the Project. EVWD expressly reserves the right to submit additional
comments resulting from EVWD’ s review of the proposed EIR and EVWD’s receipt of the responses
to those comments provided by EVWD and/or to object to the approval of the Project based upon
other areas of the law, including failure to the NOP to satisfy the requirements of CEQA and/or

adequately correlate to the EIR.
Your anticipated consideration of these comments 1s greatly appreciated.
Very truly yours,
BRUNICK, BATTERSBY, McEL! CKETT

..

Steven M. Kennedy

cc: Robert E. Martin, EVWD General Manager
Robert C. Wagner
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Mr. Kevin S. Milligan, P.E.
City of Riverside CITY OF RIVERSIDE

Public Utilities Department ‘J\fA TER ENGINEERING

3900 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92522

Re:  Notice of Preparation of a Program
Environmental Impact Report for the 2003
Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study
and Citywide Master Plan and the City
of Riverside Application to Appropriate
Santa Ana River Water by Permit

Dear Mr. Milligan:

This letter is written in response to the Notice of Preparation of a Program Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR) for the 2003 Recycled Water Phase 1 FPeasibility Study (Study) and Citywide Master
Plan (Plan) and the City of Riverside Application (Application) to Appropriate Santa Ana River
Water by Permit. The proposed project will assess the above Study, Plan, Application, and a
program of near term and long term projects the City will implement to provide recycled tertiary
ireated effluent from the City of Riverside Water Quality Control Plant for municipal, industrial,
irrigation, and agricultural uses throughout the City of Riverside service territory. The proposed
project area is located throughout the City of Riverside, Riverside County and comprises

approximately 89 square miles.

The Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District) has the following
comments/concerns that should be addressed in the PEIR:

1. The proposed project area is located within the District's Master Drainage Plans (MDPs)
for the University, Box Springs, Central, Monroe, La Sierra, Southwest Riverside, and
Mockingbird Canyon areas. When fully implemented, the MDP facilities will provide
adequate drainage outlets and will relieve those areas within the MDP boundaties of the
most serious flooding problems. The District's MDP facility maps can be viewed online
at www.co.riverside.ca.us/depts/flood/mdp.asp. To obtain further information on the
MDPs and the proposed District facilities, contact Art Diaz of the District’s Planning

Section at 909.955.1345.

2. The District has numerous facilities within the proposed project area that may be
impacted. Any work that involves District right of way, easements or facilities will
require an encroachment permit from the District. To obtain further information on
encroachment permits or existing facilities, contact Ed Lotz of the District's

Encroachment Permit Section at 909.955.1266.
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Re: Notice of Prenaration of a Program
Environmental Impact Report for the 2003
Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study
and Citywide Master Plan and the City
of Riverside Application to Appropriate
Santa Ana River Water by Permit

3. Depending on the application and infiltration rate of the reclaimed water and the depth to
ground water, improper application of reclaimed water could mobilize pollutants present
on the property to groundwater. Additionally, reclaimed water should be properly
applied in order to avoid its conveyance beyond the limits of the property on which it is

used.

4. Construction projects that result in the disturbance of 1 or more acre of land (or less than
1 acre if part of an overall plan of common development) may require coverage under the
State Water Resources Control Board's (SWRCB) NPDES General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (Construction Activity General
Permit). Copies of the Construction Activity General Permit and Fact Sheet may be

obtained from the SWRCB website (www.swreb.ca.gov).

5. The City of Riverside is a co-permittee under the NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit
for the Santa Ana River watershed. Thus, the City should ensure that the proposed
project complies with the stormwater permit requirements. In that regard, the proposed
project should include any necessary stormwater quality controls described in
Supplement A "New Development Guidelines" and the Attachment to Supplement A
"Selection and Design of Stormwater Quality Controls". The City should have copies of
these documents or they can be viewed on the District's website at
www.co.riverside.ca.us/depts/flood/waterqualitynpdes.asp.  Since these issues could
substantially affect project plans and costs, project proponents should be made aware of
the stormwater permit requirements as early as possible during the project review
process. The CEQA document should address this issue and include any necessary
mitigation measures. Please refer any questions regarding the stormwater permit
requirements to the City's NPDES representative or to Jason Uhley of the District at

909.955.1273.

Thank you for the opportunity to coniment oi‘; the Notice of Preparation. Please forward any
subsequent environmental documents regarding the project to my attention at this office. Any further
questions concerning this letter may be referred to me at 909.955.1233 or Marc Mintz at

909.955.4643.
Very truly yours,

\jf Ve G 7\ St L“”‘fﬂ
.f.

TERESA TUNG U
Senior Civil Engineer

¢: EdLotz
Art Diaz
Jason Uhley
MAM:mev

PC\87515



MWD
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Executive Office

April 15, 2004

Mr. Kevin S. Milligan

Riverside Public Utilities Department
Riverside City Hall

3966 Main Street

Riverside, CA 92527

Dear Mr. Milligan:
Notice of Preparation for a Program Environmental Impact Report for the

2003 Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study and Citywide Master Plan and
the City of Riverside Application to Appropriate Santa Ana River Water by Permit

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has received a copy of
the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the
2003 Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study and Citywide Master Plan and the City of
Riverside Application to Appropriate Santa Ana River Water by Permit (Project). The city of
Riverside (City) is acting as the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act

- (CEQA) for this Project. The proposed Project is located within the City corporate boundary and
those portions of Riverside County located within the Public Utilities Department’s service area.
The area encompasses approximately 89 square miles. The Riverside Water Quality Control
Plant (RWQCP) discharges water to the Santa Ana River in the vicinity of Van Buren Boulevard.
The purpose of the Project is to assist the City in evaluating the cost effectiveness and benefits of
using recycled water for landscape irrigation, agricultural irrigation, ground water recharge, and
commercial and industrial uses throughout the City, including the Jurupa Community Services
District. The citywide recycled water facilities, as described in the Master Plan. consist of
approximately 52 miles of pipelines, 4 storage reservoirs, and 6 booster pumping stations at
various locations within the City in addition to a booster pumping station and
disinfection/miscellaneous structures located at the RWQCP. The pipeline alignment does not
set the specific route for the recycled water distribution system. It merely identifies a possible
alignment to best serve the potential largest users and user clusters. Site constraints such as
existing water and sewer lines, traffic, and utilities may revise the alignment.

Metropolitan owns and operates a facility within in City boundary. Based on Figure 5-1
Citywide Recycled Water Distribution System, of the Recycled Water Phase I Feasibility Study
and Citywide Master Plan you provided via facsimile to Metropolitan’s staff, Metropolitan’s
Upper Feeder pipeline traverses the project area. The Upper Feeder pipeline is a 124-inch

700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, Cafifornia 90012 » Mailing Address: Box 54153, Los Angeles, California 80054-0153 » Telephone (213) 217- 6000
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diameter pipeline located in both fee-property and permanent easement right-of-way and runs in
a generally north-south direction traversing the City along the central-western portion of its
boundary. Additionally, Metropolitan owns fee property right-of-way within the City boundary
which runs, generally, near the intersection of the I-215 and State Highway 60 in a southwesterly
direction to approximately Van Buren Boulevard. Metropolitan is concerned with potential
impacts to our facility and fee-owned property that may occur as a result of development

associated with the approval of the proposed Project.

The NOP does not address our facility or fee property right-of-way. Metropolitan is concerned
with potential impacts to our facility associated with excavation, construction, operations, or any
development that may occur as a result of the Project. It is necessary that the City identify and
avoid potential impacts to Metropolitan’s facility and property that may occur as a result of
implementation of the proposed Project, including any restrictions on Metropolitan’s day-to-day
operations or access to its property. Metropolitan requests that the Riverside Public Utilities
consider our facility and property during its project planning and in the impact analysis in the
PEIR. In addition, Metropolitan will be a responsible agency for those Project elements that

occur at or affect our facilities and propetty.

Metropolitan must also be allowed to maintain its rights-of-way and access to all of its facilities
at all times in order to repair and maintain the current condition of those facilities. In order to
avoid potential conflicts with Metropolitan's rights-of-way, we request that any design plans for
any activity in the area of Metropolitan's pipelines or facilities be submitted for our review and

written approval.

The Applicant may obtain detailed prints of drawings of Metropolitan's pipelines and rights-of-
way by calling Metropolitan’s Substructures Information Line at (213) 217-6564. To assist the
Applicant in preparing plans that are compatible with Metropolitan’s facilities and easements,
enclosed is a copy of the "Guidelines for Developments in the Area of Facilities, Fee Properties,
and/or Easements of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California." Please note that
all submitted designs or plans must clearly identify Metropolitan’s facilities and rights-of-way.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to
receiving future environmental documentation on this project. If we can be of further assistance,
please contact Ms. Ana Reyes of the Environmental Planning Team at (213) 217-7079.

Laura J. Simopel
Manager, Envitonmental Planning Team

LIM/rdl
(Public Folders/EPU/Letters/14-APR-04A.doc — Kevin 8. Milligan}

Enclosure:  Planning Guidelines
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March 24, 2004

City of Riverside Public Utilities Department
Recycled Water and Water Rights Application EIR
Attention: Kevin S. Milligan, P.E.

Riverside City Hall

3900 Main Street

Riverside CA 92522

RE: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report assessing the
City of Riverside Adoption of the 2003 Recycled Water Phase | Feasibility Study
and Citywide Master Plan and the City of Riverside Application to Appropriate
Santa Ana River Water by Permit — Review and Comments
Planning Leftter (PL) No. 04-07

Dear Mr. Milligan:

The City of Loma Linda has completed its review of the Notice Of Preparation
referenced above. Due to the distance between our two cities and the scope and nature
of the proposal, we have no comments on the project.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the project. Please feel free to
contact me at (909) 799-2830 if you have any questions or concerns regarding this

correspondence.
Sincerely,

@orah Woldruff, AICP Z %
Director

c.c. Project File - PL No-04-07

Sister City — Manipal, Karnafaka, India



NOP COMMENTS SUMMARY

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program EIR

Reference

Comment

Where Addressed in PEIR

SWRCB

p- 1, para 1

SWRCB may require additional or
different mitigation measures for
impacts identified in resource areas
within the SWRCB’s jurisdiction.

Impact analysis.

p. 1, para2

The EIR must have sufficient
specificity for SWRCB to consider
issuing a permit.

Project and alternatives descriptions;
impact analysis.

p. 1, para2

The EIR must focus on the secondary
effects that can be expected to follow
from adoption of the plan.

Impact analysis.

p. 2, para 2

The EIR must address impacts from the
entire project. The analysis should
address direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts.

Impact analysis.

p- 2, para 3

The EIR must address impacts from
implementing the pan, even if the level
of analysis may not address site-
specific detail.

Impact analysis.

p- 2, para 4

Biological and water quality impacts
resulting from reduced stream flow
must be fully analyzed.

Biological resources and water quality
impact analysis.

p- 2, para 5

Potential construction impacts and
mitigation measures should be called
out in a general way so that subsequent
environmental documentation may be
tiered.

Impact analysis.

ocwbD

p-1,no. 1

The EIR should clarify the scope of the
project with respect to the annual
volume of water usage.

Project description.

p- 1,no.2

The EIR should address potential
impacts to groundwater quality.

Groundwater quality impact analysis.

p-2,n0.3

The EIR should quantify water quality
impacts to river flows and groundwater,
and should demonstrate compliance
with the Santa Ana River Basin Plan.

Water quality impact analysis.

p-2,no0.4

The EIR should identify potential
impacts to receiving water habitats,
endangered or listed species, and
critical habitats within and downstream
of the area.

Biological resources impact analysis.

p-2,n0.5

The EIR should address biological
impacts resulting from reduced stream
flow.

Biological resources impact analysis.

p-2,n0.6

The EIR should provide adequate
information to analyze biological

Biological resources impact analysis.

%8 Jones & Stokes




Reference

Comment

Where Addressed in PEIR

resources impacts.

p.2,no.7 The EIR should provide adequate Biological resources and water quality
information to analyze biological impact analysis.
resources and water quality impacts.
EVWD
p. 2, para 1 The EIR must discuss and analyze Impact analysis.
issues raised in the Protests filed with
the SWRCB. Note: Our anticipated monitoring
strategy will propose coordination with
existing flow, surface, and groundwater
quality monitoring conducted by the
City, RCFCD, RCWCD, USGS, OCWD,
SAWPA, RWQCB, and others.
p. 2, para 2 The EIR administrative record should Project and alternatives descriptions;
include a detailed written response to impact analysis.
all past, present, and future EVWD
comments.
RCFCD
p.-1,no. 1 The EIR should acknowledge that Water resources impact analysis.
RCFCD’s Master Drainage Plans will
(when fully implemented) provide
adequate drainage outlets and relieve
areas from serious flooding problems.
p. 1,n0.2 The EIR should note that any work that | Project description.
involves RCFCD right-of-way,
easements, or facilities will require an
encroachment permit from the RCFCD.
p. 2,n0.3 The EIR should note that improper Water resources impact analysis.
application of reclaimed water could
mobilize pollutants to groundwater.
p-2,no0.4 The EIR should note that construction Water resources impact analysis.
projects that disturb 1+ acres of land
may require coverage under the
SWRCB’s NPDES General Permit for
Construction.
p.2,n0.5 The project should comply with the Water resources impact analysis.
stormwater permit requirements under
the NPDES Municipal Stormwater Note: This is being superceded by the
Permit for the Santa Ana River RCFCD Water Quality Management
watershed. The EIR should include any | Plan, which is the subject of a public
necessary mitigation measures. workshop 5/18/04.
MWD
p. 2, para 2-3 The EIR must identify potential impacts | Project and alternatives descriptions;
to MWD’s Upper Feeder pipeline and impact analysis.
fee-owned property resulting from
excavation, construction, operations, or
any development that may occur as a
result of the project.
Loma Linda
p. 1, paral No comments. N/A.

%8 Jones & Stokes




Appendix B
City of Riverside
Application to Appropriate Water by Permit



MINIMUM FILING FEE: $100.00 STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FILE ORIGINAL & ONE COPY Stata Water Fesources Control Board
TYPE OR PHINT IN BLACK INK DIVISION OF WATER RIGHTS
ki ity mbaan 801 P Streal, Sacramento
Aopropriate Wser bn Caforminy P, 0. Box 2000, Sacramento, CA 95812-2000
(X1 APPLICATION TO APPROPRIATE WATER BY PERMIT
{Choack ona of

tox oy}
1 REGISTRATION OF SMALL DOMESTIC USE APPROPRIATION*

{it1hic form ik usod 1 ragixtst 8 small domesticusa sppropriatan, he
larms *applicaton® and “spplicant” harein, and inrelated foms, ehall Applicaﬁun No.
mean ‘rogistration® and “regisirani”} {aava biank)

1. APPLICANT

city of Rivaerside (909 1826 - 5793
(Name of applicini) {Talaphone number wiarm you may ba reached .
3900 Main Streaet batwsan & u, m. wnd § p. m. - includa araa code)

Riverside, Ca. 92522
{Malfing eddrate) {City o town) . {state) {Zip coda)

2. SOURCE Santa Ana River
(Treated effluent from the applicant's
Regicnal Water Quality Controal Plant)

(W sanamed, sials thal [l is an Unnamod siraam, spring, oic)

a. The nama of the source ai iha point of diversion is

yiutary v Bacific Ocean . .

b. In & nurmal year does (e siream dry up &l any poinl dowhstraam tram your project? YES T3 NO EXJ i yes, during
whal monihs (511 usually dey? From to
What alternald sources are available W yout prajact enould a portion of your renuested dirsct divarsion esaton ba

excluded becauso of adry siream or hanavaianiily of waler? groundwater and imports from
.  Western Municipal Water District

and Gage Canal Company

3, POINTS of DIVERSION and AEDIVERSION

2. The polni(s} of diversian wil be In the County of Rivers ide

b m'mﬂﬁ%}“ﬁ:&:&%&?ﬁé&%ﬂ ;mrnnr (40-Pa:|rn;zxﬁmim) Sedion | Townghip | Rnaga i;':::;::
See Attachment 4ol m
- 114 of 14
174 of 1ik

¢. Doas applicant own the land at the point of diversion?  YES [ NO 3 .
d. if applicant does nat own the land at point of divarsion, stale name and addrass of owner and what staps have been laken

i obtain right of 200685:

4, PURPOSE of USE, AMOUNT and SEASON

a. I tha table balow, stale the purpose(s) lar which watar is to be appropriated, tha quantities of water for each purpose,
and tha datas between which divarsions will ba made. Usa gglnns per day Il rale !6 186s ihan 0.025 cublc loot per second
{approximataly 15,000 gallons per day). Purpase must only ba *Domestic” kr reglstration of small domestic usa.*

DRECT DWERSION STORAGE

PURPOSE QUANTITY SEASON OF DIVERSIGN | AMOUNT COLLECTION SEASON

 OFUSE (ou%'\ ;E‘ por | AMOUNT | pogining Data | EndiogDas |  Aweloot | Begloving Data ' Endmg Data
{imigation, Domests, etc) | eoC R | (Aeredant | (o 8Dey) | Mo & Day) | permeum | [Mo.BDsy) | (Wo.ADay)

| gallons parday)y  POryoar)
m&I Y75 21,400 /1 | 12/31
1rrigation] 20,000 | 1/ 12/31
41,400 | TOTAL AMOUNT YOTAL AMOUNT

& Total cambinéd amount taken by direct diversion and atorage during any one year witbedl , 400 .. scre-leet.
* Nat la excead 4,500 galions per day by trec! giversion or 10 acre-foe! per anmim by storage. -

Wh1(60Y FORIBS3-A1



5. JUSTIFICATION OF AMOUNT (For small domastic use ragisiration, complata llem b. only}

a. IHRIGATION: Maxmum area to ba irigatad I any ona year Is Mﬁ____acras.
. METHOD OF [RMIGATION ACRE FEET NORMAL SEASON
cAoR ACRES {Sptiniloes, fooding, o) - ‘PERYEAR |Boginning Dsta] Ending Dat
Citrus, Nurseries |5,600 |Flood, Drip 20,000 1/1 12/31
b, DOMESTIC: Numbar of residencas 1o be servad is . Separalely owned 7 YES[J NOTT
Total sumbar of peopla to be served 19 ... Estmaled daily usa par pargen I
Tatal arar af damests lawns and gardeng s _ squarafegl,  (Gafens par day}
Ingidential domestc uses are )
{Busl contal araa, rumbal and Knd of domesse animals, sic)
c. STOCKWATERING: Kind of stock Maximum numbar
Descariba typa of operation:

{Faed it dairy, /ange, oo}

d. RECAEATIONAL: Typeofracrsation:  Fishing )  Swimming (] Baaling [ Qther T
8. MUNICIPAL: {Estmaled projeciad usg) See Attachment
_POPMT;OH MAXIMUM MCNTH ANNUAL USE
o mich s heoted [ vongs e | et i | rominiTia [ fonen |t s
Prosent 250,000 416 161 277 0.31 77,626
2005 267,000 413 170 277 0.31 B2,283
2010 283,000 408 179 268 0.30 86,268
2015 3pop.000 404 187 268 0.30 930,475
2020 - "1316,.000 402 187 268 0,30 94,886

2

Monih of maximum use duing yeas is_September . Month of minimum use during yearia March

HEAT CONTROL: The total arsa 0 ba heat protacted is nat acrag.
Typa of crop protected is .
Rats at which water is appfied to usa is ’ gpm per acie.
Tha haat profection season wilt bagin abaut and end abaut )
| Dasa} [ﬁata)
. FROST PRQTECTION: The total area 1o ba frost protecled 5 : nat acres.
Typa af grap protectsd 16 :
Hata at whith waler i applied o usa s gpm par acra.
The frost protection Seasan will begin about and end abio
[Date) : ata)
INDUSTRIAL: Type of industryis_Manufacturing
Basis for delsmination of amaunt of waler needed sincluded in Ttem 5.2,
MINING: Tha tvama of the chain s ' . Patented[ T Unpatantad (]
Tha nalura of e mina is . Mineral to be mined 15
Typa of miling of procasging is
Alter use, the waler will be discharged Inlg, :
! 114of X ol § P ' M
n a 174 of Section . . . C - B.aM.
[focs suodiigion) ' Bk
POWER: The total fall o be utilized is faat, Tha maxinum amaunt of water to be usad through the penslock
is putlc fesl per secand. Tha maximum theoralical harsepewer capabla of balng genarated by tha
works is, __ . Etactrical capacity is kilowalis at % afficiancy.
[Cubic st par sooand = fail + 8.8} (HpN G7AB ¥ offiencyt
Aftar usa, the water will be discharged inte
Nema ol smagm}
in ot 114 of Saction T JR__,....B.&M FEACNo,
{40-acro subdivision)
FISH AND WILDLIFE PRESERVATION ANDIOR ENHANCEMENT:  YESED NODTT i yes, lis spacific spacles
and nabitat type thatwil ba prasarved of snfiancad in dem 17 of Environmental infarmation farm WH -2,
.. OTHER; Describe usa: : . Basis for datermination of amount of water neaded is

FORLOSI-AY



6. PLACE OF USE

a  Does applicantown the land whera the waterwifl be used? YES [ NO (X3 Is land in joint ownarship? YES T NG
{AR hoirt cwners should inchude their names as applicants and sign the application.}
It sppiicant doas not own land whera the watar il b3 ysed, give nama and address of ownerand state what amangements
have baen mada with tha awnar.
Place of use is within the City of Riverside city limits

and Water Service Area Houndary

b
(ﬁf&ﬁﬂfﬂm SEGTION TOWNSHER. RANGE u%ﬁ%ﬁu Numb: mmm:msanw
of acras culfivaiad [YAN)
H of tH 3ae Attached Map
1ol 14
1ot 14
14 ot 14
14 of 14
o 1%

{if area s tnsurveyad, slats tha focafion as iFines of the public Tand survey were projected, or contact the Divisions of
Watter Sighta, If space doas not pemil listing af 40-acre facts, Include on anolher sheat or slate sactions, townships
and ranges, and show detail on map.)

7. DIVERSION WORKS

& Divarslonwill ba by gravity by means of

h. Diversionwid ba by pumping kom_Sum

{Dam, plpa Inunebswucted channel, pipa thiough dam, slphoen, warr, gaie, elc,)

Pump discharge rale

270 Horsepower 6,000
{claerypel}

{Suimp, ofieatwal, channal, resamvair, 8ic)
o, Conduit lram diversion point to first lateral ar 1o offslream storaga reservole:
CONDUIT MATERAIAL CROSSSECTIONALBIMENSION | rewnyy | TOTALLFTORFALL | capaciy
Pioa br of channg fird ipa diamatar or dilch dapth !
é\s“%’m ((W mﬁfvg‘s budad of n"c?l)) “’;n": top e ot widi {Fool Feat sor. | (Eatirele)
b Buried Pressurized Pipeline System
d. Sloraga regenvoirs: {For underground storage, complete Supplament 1 10 WR 1, avakabla upon raquest)
. DAM RESERVCIR
Vartieal hogh Frachoard | Agproximats ;
"?3}33’{-}‘,’???,’,"' Irom dowasitaam Construgtion Damlangth | Damhalght | suiface os J\pgg;ién;la m&h
» lngalsispata matenal fit} spifway | whan Bl {aera-fonl) iy
by Jevel {fi) weat{i) [erag) -
8. Ouliet pipa: {For sloraga resarvolrs having a capacily of 10 acre-faet or mora.)
Diameler of Lengthof FALL, HEAD Estmaled siorage -
auifat fipe oun pipa {VerGest fistancy betwesn pvnce | [Venical distanca fom spfivsy lo balow dutal plpa
[inchiog} {faat} &nd exif of oulial ipe in feal) olitet pipain resasvalr b faen) oniranca {tadd stomge}
-

1. Ifwalerwill be stored and Lhe resarvoiris not af he paint of diversion, the maximum rate of diversion ta offsiream

sloraga will be

. COMPLETION SCHEDULE

a. Yearworkwilstat 2003

6. Yearwaterwil ba usad tothe full extent Infended 2020

d. [fcompleled, year of first use

0. Year work will be completed 2019

cls. Divarsion 1o alistream slorage wil bamade by: T JPumping [T Gravity




9. GENERAL

a, Name of tha post offic mast used by thosa Sving near the prapasad point of divarsion 5 Riverside Downtown

b. Does any past of the place ot usa compdsa a subdivsian anfila with the State Depariment of Real Estata? YES ®1 N3
¥ yes, slale name ol v subdvzion UG T OUS subdivigions on file with the Dept.
1 no, Is subdivision of thesa lands contemplated? YESLT] NOLCT of Real Estate
|52t prarnad to individually meler aach senice cannactian? YES[LT NOLL] if yas, When? ,

c. Ust lha names and addressss of divartars of water from the saurca of supply downsimam from the prapased poiet of
diversion: Refer to information on file at the State Water Resources

Control Board, Division of Water R:thts

d. Is the sourca used for navigation, inciuding use by pleasure boals, for 2 significart part of each year at the paint of
diversion, or does the sourcs substantially contibute to 2 walerway which is used lor navigation, including use by pleasura
. boats? YEST ] NOIX] Iyes, explaln:

10, EXISTING WATER RIGHT

00 you claim an axistng Aghtfor e use of aftof partof the waler sought by this apphcalion? YES[] NOCJ

1t ya5, complela tabda below:
Neaturm of Right Yearof Purposa chusa mada in racantyes Sazson Sourca Locaionaf
{foadan, appeoprintve, graundwarary [ Flrat Use luding amoun, if known oflss Paintof Divarslon

Seas At chmenlt

1. AUTHORIZED AGENT {Optional)

With raspect to all malters canceming this walar ight application {Z_Tthoss malters dasignatad as fallows:

; i1 f{o1g)aa1 - 6850
(Nemodlagedl  Engineers (Telaphona munbet of agan babwaan § a. m. and 5 p. )

444 N. Third St., suite 325 Sacramento, Ca. 25814
[Maiting oddrosa} {Ciny o town) C (Sul) {fn woda}

1 authastzed to act on my behalt as my ageat.

12. SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT ~

}{we} daciar tnder penalty of parjury thatthe abova is e and comect to the best of my (o) leowladge and baliaf,

Oated_March 14 49 s sacramento , Callfoeria
2002 °
Moo h R “ (. lA)
, Miss. Mrs. x Cryp =
(i thara is mora than ena owner ol (he project, hert (smw;;qu
izasa indicats i relationship.) Robert C. Wagner, )
Ms. M,
Miss. Mis.

(Sqmtiraof soptcant)

Addidonal Information needed for preparation of Yis application may be found In the insiuction Booklet entifled *HOW TO
FILE AN APPLICATION TO APPROPRIATE WATER IN CALIFQRNIA™. i thera Is nsufficient sptace for answars In this
form, anach extra sheats. Pleasa cross-referance all remarks to the numbered ilem of the application [0 which ey may
ratar. Send original application and one copy to the STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD, DIVISION OF
WATER RIGHTS, P. 0. Box 2000, Sacramenta, CA 35810, with $100 minimum fiing lee.

NOTE:
If this appiication is sppraved for a permd, & minimum permit fag of 8100 will be requirad belore the permitis i3sued.,
There is no addifional fag lor registration of smad damasticuse.



ATTACHMENT TO WATER RIGHT APPLICATION BY CITY OF RIVERSIDE

Re: 3.b.
Point

#1
Re: S.e.

Points of Diversion and Rediversion

Description

Point of Direct Diversion:

Located N. 656,200 and E. 1,633,300 California

Coordinate System, Zone 6, being within the SW ¥ of SE ¥ of Section 25, T28,
R6W, SBB&M.

Justification of Amouxnt, Municipal — Information shown on this table is the
total municipal and industrial use from all sources. The rnaximum amount of demand to
be met by treated effluent under this application is 21,400 acre-feet annually.

Re: 10, Existing Water Right

-Purpose of use made m recent

Nature of Right Year of . Location of
o . : Season of .
{riparian, appropriauve, | First years Use source Pomnt
groundwater) Use including amount, if known Diversion
Bunker Hill, Colton, Nurmerons
" Late N Year- Riverside North, Riverside Ay
Groundwater 1RODs M&I, ixrigation - 77,000 AF round South, and Aclingion wells Mﬂ':m
. these basins
Groundwater Basins
- o
Contract lmport 1981 | M&I - 365 AF Summer | oo Municipal Water N/A
March Gage Canal Company
Contract Import 1887 | Lrigation — 20,000 acre-feet through N/A
) January

CORO01.DOC
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Air Quality Analysis



Appendix C
Air Quality Analysis

Introduction

This air quality analysis has been conducted to estimate potential construction
and operational impacts associated with the proposed Riverside Public Utilities
Recycled Water Master Plan. The analysis provides quantitative studies on
potential air quality impacts associated with the Master Plan.

The proposed project is located in northwestern Riverside County, California,
east of Orange County, and south of San Bernardino County. The Master Plan
considers three types of projects:

m  Core Distribution System,
m  Phase 1 Expansion, and

m  Agricultural Use System.

Of these three types of projects, the Master Plan provides the most detail about
the Phase 1 expansion of the existing recycled water system. The location and
extent of the Core Distribution System and Agricultural Use System of future
phases are too speculative to identify at this time, and these two types of projects
are subject to future planning and environmental review. Detailed information
regarding the proposed program is presented in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. This
analysis analyzes potential air quality impacts associated with the program
Phase 1 expansion.

Impacts and Mitigation

Significance Thresholds

The proposed program is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin). The
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has established
emission thresholds for criteria air pollutants to evaluate the significance levels
of land use projects located in the Basin. The applicable significance thresholds
are listed in Table C-1.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report C-1
J&S 04344.04



Riverside Public Utilities Department

Appendix C. Air Quality

Table C-1. SCAQMD Significance Thresholds

Daily Quarterly

Phase/Pollutant (Ibs/day) (tons/quarter)
Construction

Carbon monoxide (CO) 550 24.75

Nitrogen oxides (NOy) 100 2.5

Particulate matter with diameter less than or 150 6.75

equal to 10 microns (PM;)

Reactive organic compounds (ROC) 75 2.5

Sulfur oxides (SOy) 150 6.75
Operations

Carbon monoxide (CO) 550 NA

Nitrogen oxides (NOy) 55 NA

Particulate matter with a diameter less than 150 NA

or equal to 10 microns (PM,)

Reactive organic compounds (ROC) 55 NA

Sulfur oxides (SOy) 150 NA

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District 1993.

Impact Analysis

Table C-2 lists the potential impacts and their level of significance (potentially
significant impacts are highlighted in bold). Mitigation measures for significant
impacts are identified in the analysis of individual effects and described in detail

in “Mitigation for Significant Impacts.”

Table C-2. Summary List of Air Quality Impacts and Level of Significance

Impact ID Type of Impact Level of Impact

AQ-IMP-1 Temporary air pollutant emissions Potentially significant (less than
associated with Phase I construction significant with mitigation
activities incorporated)

AQ-IMP-2 Air pollutant emissions associated with Less than significant

operation of the Core Distribution System

AQ-IMP-3 Cumulative air pollutant emissions associated
with development pursuant to the City of
Riverside 2025 General Plan

Less than significant

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report C-2

October 2006

J&S 04344.04



Riverside Public Utilities Department Appendix C. Air Quality

AQ-IMP-1: Construction Air Quality Emissions

A construction impact analysis was conducted for the Phase 1 expansion of the
existing recycled water system. The Phase 1 expansion encompasses a radius of
approximately two miles around the Regional Water Quality Control Plant
(RWQCP). In Phase 1, approximately 47,026 linear feet of pipelines would be
installed within the existing city’s rights-of-way and a booster pumping station
would be installed at the chlorine contact tanks. Construction activities for the
pipeline system would be conducted in three stages: 1) digging trenches, 2)
installation of pipes, and 3) trench backfilling and resurfacing. Construction
activities associated with the pumping station would include site grading and
pump station construction.

Construction activities would result in temporary increases of air pollutant
emissions. These emissions would be generated in the form of fugitive dust
emissions (PM,) and exhaust emissions (NO,, SO,, CO, ROC, and PM,,). Air
pollutant emissions to be generated during project construction phases were
estimated using on-road and off-road mobile emission factors compiled by the
SCAQMD.

Emissions from construction equipment were estimated using composite off-road
emission factors compiled by the SCAQMD. The composite off-road emission
factors were derived based on the equipment category (loader, dozer, trencher,
etc.), average fleet make-up for each year through 2020, and vehicle population
(number) in each equipment category by horsepower rating and load factor.
Daily emissions were calculated using the emission factors multiplied by the
number of pieces of equipment. Quarterly emissions were then calculated based
on estimated working days for equipment to be used in different construction
stages.

For vehicles, the composite on-road emission factors compiled by the SCAQMD
were used. Air pollutant emissions were calculated using the emission factors
multiplied by vehicle activity data. This data includes the number of vehicles,
traveling distances, and vehicle classes (e.g., passenger cars, delivery trucks, or
heavy-heavy duty trucks).

A summary of the emission calculation results for Phase 1 expansion
construction activities are provided in Tables C-3 and C-4. Worksheets
documenting the calculations are provided as an attachment to this study.

Riverside Public Utilities Recycled Water Program October 2006

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report C-3
J&S 04344.04



Riverside Public Utilities Department Appendix C. Air Quality

Table C-3. Construction Peak Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)

Construction Activity CO ROC NO, SO, PM,,
Pipeline Installation - Dirt Trenching 19.52 4.04 23.98 3.45 259.48
Pipeline Installation - Pipe Installation 14.79 2.86 18.72 2.02 5.38
Pipeline Installation - Backfilling 16.72 2.85 23.69 343 26.94
Pump Station Construction 12.88 3.11 18.37 1.40 3.72
Peak Daily Emissions 63.91 12.86 84.75 10.30 295.52
Peak Daily Emissions after Mitigation 63.91 12.86 84.75 10.30 105.37
Significance Threshold 550 75 100 150 150
Significant Impact No No No No No

Table C-4. Construction Peak Quarterly Emissions (tons/quarter)

Construction Activity CO ROC NO, SO, PM;,
Pipeline Installation - Dirt Trenching 0.63 0.13 0.78 0.11 11.75
Pipeline Installation - Pipe Installation 0.48 0.09 0.61 0.07 0.17
Pipeline Installation - Backfilling 0.45 0.07 0.58 0.08 0.86
Pump Station Construction 0.27 0.07 0.39 0.03 0.08
Peak Quarterly Emissions 1.83 0.36 2.35 0.28 12.87
Peak Quarterly Emissions after Mitigation 1.83 0.36 2.35 0.28 4.44
Significance Threshold 24.75 2.5 2.5 6.75 6.75

Significant Impact No No No No No

As shown in Tables C-3 and C-4, the estimated air pollutant emissions for PM;,
associated with the construction activities would be above the applicable
significance emission thresholds prior to mitigation. Accordingly, Mitigation
Measure AQ-MM-1 shall be implemented to minimize the short-term fugitive
dust emissions associated with the subject construction activities. With the
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1, construction-related PM;,
emissions would be reduced below the level of significance.

AQ-IMP-2: Operational Air Quality Emissions

Operation of the Core Distribution System will involve five additional full-time
staff for standard operations and maintenance activities. Air pollutant emissions
associated with vehicle use (commuting) by these staff were estimated using the
SCAQMD composite on-road emission factors multiplied by traveling distances.
The average traveling distance was assumed to be 22 miles per vehicle. A
summary of emission calculation results for program operations is provided in
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Table C-5. Worksheets documenting the calculations are provided as an
attachment to this study.

Table C-5. Operations Peak Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)

Emission Source CO ROC NO, SO, PM,,
Exhaust Emissions - Autos 1.53 0.16 0.16 0.00 0.01
Fugitive Dust Emissions - Autos on Paved Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13
Peak Daily Emissions 1.53 0.16 0.16 0.00 0.14
Significance Threshold 550 55 55 150 150
Significant Impact No No No No No

As shown in Table C-5, the estimated air pollutant emissions associated with

program operations would be well below the applicable significance emission
thresholds. Implementation of the Master Plan would not have significant air
quality impacts during program operations.

AQ-IMP-3: Cumulative Air Quality Emissions

The proposed Recycled Water Master Plan is included in the City’s General Plan
2025 Program (City, 2005). The General Plan 2025 Program was approved by
the City Planning Commission on August 18, 2005. Development pursuant to
the 2025 General Plan Program will result in the addition of up to 38,100 new
dwelling units and 39,600,000 square feet of new non-residential construction
over the 20-year horizon of the General Plan within the planning area, including
the project area.

The Riverside General Plan EIR estimated potential long-term air quality impacts
associated with the proposed General Plan development. Table C-6 reports
estimated air pollution emissions associated with existing conditions and buildout
conditions of the General Plan land uses (City, 2004).

Table C-6. Estimated Air Pollution Emissions for Existing and General Plan Buildout Land Uses /
Comparison of Project Emissions with the Total General Plan Buildout Emissions

Existing Land Use Land Use at Buildout of Program Emissions  Program Emission
Pollutant (Ibs/day) General Plan (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) Contribution (%)
ROC 24,150 13,039 0.16 0.001
NOy 22,082 7,667 0.16 0.002
CcO 227,002 64,125 1.53 0.002
PMy, 16,075 24,105 0.14 0.001
SO, 181 145 <0.01 0.001

Source: City of Riverside 2004.
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As shown in Table C-6, for all pollutant categories except for PM;o, long-term air
pollutant emissions in 2025 were projected to decrease relative to existing
conditions. The Riverside General Plan EIR identified significant cumulative
PM,, impacts associated with the 2025 General Plan.

The proposed program is part of the General Plan. Consistent with the General
Plan EIR, the proposal program would not have significant cumulative impacts
for NO,, CO, SOy, and ROC. As shown in Table C-5, the air pollutant emissions
generated from the proposed program would be less than 0.002 percent of the
total emissions estimated for the General Plan. Therefore, the proposed program
would not significantly contribute to cumulative air quality impacts in the region.

Mitigation for Significant Impacts

AQ-MM-1: Minimize Construction-Related Fugitive
Dust Emissions

During project construction, graded areas and storage piles shall be watered three
times per day to minimize fugitive dust emissions. In addition, ground cover in
disturbed areas shall be replaced as quickly as practicable.
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